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From the Editor
At its heart, theological education is all about dialogue. There is the dialogue
between teacher and student, and the frequent dialogues that develop within
all academic conferences and workshops. But there is also a dialogue that
occurs between the various disciplines as well. This edition of The Asbury Journal
is devoted to the academic dialogues that occur within theological education.
There is a classic dialogue between the present and the past in the study of
Christian history. This issue presents three good examples of dialogue with
our Methodist past. Andrew Thompson enters into a dialog with Wesley’s
General Rules to examine them as theology and not just a set of disciplinary
guidelines. Joseph McPherson seeks to clarify how water and Spirit baptism
became separated in American Holiness teaching by dialoging with the earliest
teachings of Methodism. Victoria Campbell examines the historical struggle
between Christian Perfection and antinomianism.
On another level, there is a dialogue of theological ideas in the present as
we seek to understand how God desires us to minister in today’s world. In
his inaugural paper for the J.W. Beeson Chair of Christian Mission, Kima
Pachuau seeks to understand how a Trinitarian view of mission, as reflected
in the encounter between Peter and Cornelius in the book of Acts, can provide
vital lessons for crossing ethnic and cultural frontiers. Rob Hughes delves
into the pneumatology of one of the great leaders of the modern church,
Lesslie Newbigin, to understand more about the role of the Holy Spirit in
mission theology.
Another classic pair of dialogue partners is the dialogue between scripture
and the present. Nigerian theologian, Miracle Ajah examines how the Old
Testament Biblical view of tithing may provide crucial avenues to help the
Church in Africa deal with concerns of financial responsibility and some of
the issues of modern prosperity gospel teaching. Moshe Reiss and David
Zucker examine Chronicles as an early revision of Jewish history. In what
may be a first for The Asbury Journal, this dialogue with scripture is presented
by two Jewish scholars, allowing for interfaith dialogue to also occur as our
readers think about a Jewish perspective on the Old Testament.
Finally, dialogue also occurs between our faith and other disciplines. Jeremy
Griffin examines how short term missions can parallel some of the issues
raised in the discipline of the anthropology of tourism. Understanding how
4
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our short-term mission programs impact the local culture depends on
developing ways for constructive dialogue between hosts and guests. Dialogue
may be interfaith, interdisciplinary, historical, or in depth dialogue with
scriptural text, but it is always a part of theological education. It is through
dialogue with each other, with the past, with the text, and with ideas, that we
draw closer to God in the academy.
On another note, this issue also celebrates the 90th Anniversary of Asbury
Theological Seminary, with a special cover depicting Asbury’s founder, H.C.
Morrison at an unknown camp meeting. Time and technology can lead to
many changes in how we spread our faith, but the essential core of scriptural
holiness remains in all Asbury Theological Seminary aims to do in ministry.
To this end, I would encourage all of you to explore the 90th Anniversary
publications being freely made available on Asbury Theological Seminary’s
open press, First Fruits Press (http://place.asburyseminary.edu/firstfruits).
This endeavor is another attempt by the Seminary to make scholarly and
heritage material freely available to a global audience using modern technology.
This issue, while celebrating our past, is also the first time The Asbury
Journal will be made available completely online at the same time as the print
version. This will enable The Asbury Journal to reach a wider, global audience,
and also be more environmentally aware, as fewer copies will be printed for
distribution. Printed copies will continue to be available for subscribers only, but
the online version will be freely available to all at http://place. asburyseminary.edu/
asburyjournal/. Please, feel free to let us know how you feel about these changes,
as we continue to dialogue with you, our readers, as well.
— Robert Danielson, Ph.D.
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ANDREW C. THOMPSON

The Practical Theology of the General Rules

Abstract
The “General Rules of the United Societies” were a central component of
the early Methodist movement under John Wesley’s leadership. Examinations
of the General Rules in contemporary literature tend to focus on their role in
personal and organizational discipline for early Methodists and for the
movement as a whole. Yet a close examination of the rules shows that they
served a greater purpose: as the practical theological articulation of how
Methodists could expect to experience sanctification in the context of their
lives. This crucial aspect of the General Rules’ use can be seen by exploring
Wesley’s understanding of the means of grace and how the rules were intended
as a framework for the means of grace in Methodist discipleship.

Key Words: John Wesley, Methodist history, Wesleyan theology, General
Rules, means of grace
Andrew C. Thompson is the Assistant Professor of Historical Theology
and Wesleyan Studies at Memphis Theological Seminary. He holds a Th.D.
from the Duke University Divinity School and is an ordained elder in the
United Methodist Church. His scholarly work focuses on the role of the
means of grace in Wesleyan theology and early Methodist practice.
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Introduction
In 1743, John Wesley published a short tract entitled, “The Nature, Design,
and General Rules of the United Societies.” This text—commonly known as
the “General Rules”—was written by Wesley in response to disciplinary
problems he encountered with the Methodist society at Newcastle. In time,
the General Rules became a regulatory mechanism by which all Methodist
societies under Wesley’s control were governed. Methodist folk were expected
to abide by the rules in order to have the quarterly tickets for their class
meetings renewed. Wesley and his assistants personally interviewed members
of the societies with the General Rules as the basis for their examinations
(Albin, 2001:58-60; Heitzenrater, 1995:138-139). The rules therefore served
as the way in which genuine seriousness about participation in a local society
was measured. Their use was a check against the early Methodist movement
becoming diluted by members whose reasons for participation were
something other than the pursuit of holiness of heart and life.
Scholarly treatments of the General Rules are relatively rare in recent decades.
Of those examples of scholarly analysis that do exist, it is the disciplinary
function of the rules that is highlighted as their signal importance to the
movement. Yet a close examination of the content of the rules and their
development in Wesley’s thought reveals that the regulatory function, while
important, was secondary to the theological significance Wesley attached to
them. My aim in the present essay is to identify the practical theology inherent
in the General Rules. In particular, I argue that the General Rules express
Wesley’s theology of the means of grace in a practical way appropriate for use
by men and women searching for a method by which Wesley’s teaching on
sanctification could be embodied in daily life. In short, the rules are not
simply a framework for organization and personal discipline. They are also a
framework for the means of grace, which means that they carry a theological
importance related to the way in which Methodists could reasonably be
expected to experience the sanctifying grace of God in the process of their
daily discipleship. In the following essay, I will pursue this argument first,
with an historical review of the origin of the General Rules themselves;
second, with a review of recent scholarly and popular treatments of the
General Rules, and third, with an examination of the way in which Wesley’s
understanding of the means of grace and the logic of the General Rules
coalesce from the early period in his ministry.
“The Nature, Design, and General Rules of the United Societies”
The genesis of the General Rules came through Wesley’s efforts to regulate
the Methodist society in Newcastle following the establishment of Methodist
activity there in the early 1740s. Wesley had first visited the city in May of 1742,
observing the area to be ripe for Methodist evangelism (Wesley, 1990:268-

8
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270; cf. Heitzenrater, 1995:137-139). On a return trip in February and March
of the following year, however, he was disappointed to find that discipline
among many of the society members was flagging. Wesley set about to
examine the whole of the society—an undertaking that had to be repeated as
soon as it was accomplished the first time. Ultimately, the examination led to
an exodus of 140 from the society (Wesley, 1990:315-318). Some 76 of those
who departed fellowship with the Methodists did so voluntarily, and 64
persons were expelled by Wesley himself.
A notation in the section of Wesley’s published Journal that describes the
1743 examination is instructive. Wesley records for March 6, 1743, “I read
over in the society the rules which all our members are to observe, and desired
everyone seriously to consider whether he was willing to conform thereto or
no” (Wesley, 1990:316). The “rules” Wesley mentions here are those that
would become known as the General Rules. They were published for the first
time in Newcastle in February of 1743 carrying the full title, “The Nature,
Design, and General Rules of the United Societies, in London, Bristol,
Kingswood, and Newcastle upon Tyne” (Wesley, 1989:67-75). Wesley’s
experience in Newcastle led him to develop the General Rules to serve a
number of broad functions for the Methodist movement as a whole that are
commonly cited in subsequent literature: to explain the purpose of a
Methodist society, to lay out expectations for ongoing participation in the
society, and to provide the basis by which tickets for class meetings (and
therefore for society membership) would be renewed via examination. Over
the course of Wesley’s lifetime, the General Rules would be published in
more than 30 editions in a number of places around the British Isles, in
addition to a handful of editions published in New York and Philadelphia
(Wesley, 1989:547-550). By laying out the baseline measure of commitment for
continued participation with the Methodists in a given locale, the rules were one
part of the peculiar form of organization that the Wesleyan revival was developing
in the 1740s (Rack, 1992:237-250; Heitzenrater, 1995:103-146).
The text of the General Rules contains a prefatory section that gives
historical background behind the development of the rules. Wesley points to
the origin of the revival in 1739, when groups of men and women sought
him out for pastoral guidance—persons who were “deeply convinced of sin,
and earnestly groaning for redemption” (Wesley, 1989:69). As Wesley tells it,
this was the beginning of a form of organization that came to be called a
“United Society.”1 Wesley describes a society as “a company of men ‘having
the form, and seeking the power of godliness’, united in order to pray together,
to receive the word of exhortation, and to watch over one another in love,
that they may help each other to work out their salvation” (Wesley, 1989:69).
He then explains the major subset of each society, which was the “class”—a
unit that was still evolving to a degree when the rules were initially published
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but which was quickly becoming the chief administrative and pastoral division
of the society. Class meetings were made up of around 12 members and
overseen by a “class leader,” an office described in the General Rules whose
functions were itself both administrative (taking up collections and meeting
with leadership) and pastoral (inquiring into the spiritual state of the class
members and offering guidance and correction) (D.Watson, 1985; Albin, 2001).
Working from this background, Wesley then notes first that there was a
low threshold to cross for those seeking to join a Methodist society, i.e., “a
desire to flee from the wrath to come, to be saved from their sins.” However,
he then goes on to state that whenever this desire is genuinely held, “it will be
shown by its fruits” (Wesley, 1989:70). He thus puts forth a standard for
members to continue in the society; it is that they “should continue to evidence
their desire of salvation” by adhering to three specific rules. The General
Rules are then enumerated as follows (here in abbreviated form):
First, By doing no harm, by avoiding evil in every kind—
especially that which is most generally practised…
Secondly, By doing good, by being in every kind merciful
after their power, as they have opportunity doing good of
every possible sort and as far as is possible to all men:
To their bodies, of the ability which God giveth, by giving
food to the hungry, by clothing the naked, by visiting or helping
them that are sick, or in prison.
To their souls, by instructing, reproving, or exhorting all
they have any intercourse with; trampling under foot that
enthusiastic doctrine of devils, that ‘we are not to do good
unless our heart be free to it.’…
Thirdly, by attending upon all the ordinances of God.
Such are:
The public worship of God;
The ministry of the Word, either read or expounded;
The Supper of the Lord;
Family and private prayer;
Searching the Scriptures; and
Fasting, or abstinence (Wesley, 1989:70-73).2
Following this enumeration of the General Rules, Wesley concludes by
emphasizing their central place in governing the Methodist movement. He writes,
If there be any among us who observe them not, who habitually
break any one of them, let it be made known unto them who
watch over that soul, as they that must give account. We will
admonish him of the error of his ways. We will bear with him
for a season. But if then he repent not, he hath no more place
among us. We have delivered our own souls (Wesley, 1989:73).

10
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From their beginning in Newcastle, these regulations then would quickly come
to guide Wesley’s oversight of all the Methodist societies under his leadership.
The General Rules in Contemporary Literature
Given the importance of the General Rules historically in early Methodism,
it is perhaps surprising that relatively little attention has been paid to them in
contemporary literature of either a pastoral or scholarly nature (Frank,
2009:245).3 In the mid-20th century, books concerned with the nature of
church membership or church organization at times included sections on the
General Rules (Harmon, 1955, 1977; Norwood, 1958; Kennedy, 1960). More
relevant to the topic at hand are those works that have appeared in recent
decades and fall generally into one of three types: historical analyses, constructive
engagements, and proposals for practical use. While some overlap exists between
the examples in each of these three categories, there is enough differentiation
between the three that employing such a typology with respect to the
contemporary literature can serve as a helpful way to survey the way scholars
and clergy have interacted with the General Rules in recent years.
The first major type of treatment the General Rules have received in recent
decades has been in the mode of historical analysis. Most of these locate the
significance of the General Rules in early Methodist practice with some aspect
of the Methodist understanding of “discipline.” This is not surprising given
the original reason the rules were put in place by Wesley. Russell E. Richey, for
instance, links the General Rules in a larger consideration of Methodist
discipline as “practices that maintain one in holy living” (Richey, et al., 2005:78).
Richey in his analysis recognizes the diverse constellation of such practices
that the General Rules aim at engendering. The rules are intended to discipline
not just one part of life but rather all of one’s daily thoughts, actions, and
habits. Thus, the rules cover the inner spiritual life, habits of speech, daily
routine, interpersonal interactions, and relationship to the larger faith
community—in other words, a comprehensive set of practices that together
constitute the overall practice of the faith (Richey, et al., 2005:78-79).
The theme of discipline as the signal importance of the General Rules is
echoed in the analyses of Charles W. Brockwell, Jr., and Thomas Edward
Frank. Both authors see the rules as functioning in the establishment and
regulation of disciplinary practice for the early Methodist communities, which
Frank characterizes as a “common rule of life” for the societies of Wesley’s
Methodism (Frank, 2009:246). For Brockwell, this expression of religious
life constitutes something like a religious order, and in that sense the General
Rules should be seen alongside such structural features as circuit preaching,
the class meetings, and the annual conferences as the framework for that
order (Brockwell, 1984:9-12). Frank’s claims for the ordered character of early
Methodism and the function of the rules within it are somewhat less bold,
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but he does see the rules as situated at the center of the common life of early
Methodists. He writes:
The logic of the General Rules is central to how Methodism
has characteristically understood discipline. This logic is
grounded on an assumption of invitation into a way of life,
structured by practices of studying and conversing in
community to find the most useful ways to do good, avoid
evil, and grow in the knowledge and love of God, and given
substance by the divine ordinances through which God’s grace
is present (Frank, 2009:247-248).
Thus, while Frank does not claim that the General Rules are analogous to the
regulated life of a religious order, he clearly does see them as providing the
disciplined structure for the kind of life that in Methodism has historically
been considered faithful.
The last example of an historical analysis comes from David Lowes
Watson. Given the historical connection between the General Rules and the
class meeting, Watson’s extensive work on the latter gives his view of the
rules an added significance. And perhaps unsurprisingly, Watson’s evaluation
of the General Rules runs parallel to his interpretation of the class meeting in
many ways. He refers to the General Rules as “the form of Christian
discipleship” (D.Watson, 1990:45). By following them with discipline and
obedience, Christian believers prepare themselves for the power of grace
when that power comes to them by the Holy Spirit. Watson underscores the
central place of the General Rules in Wesley’s Methodism by pointing to the
various ways the rules were emphasized: in disciplining the societies through
periodic examination of the classes, through conversation with the preachers
at annual conference, and in personal correspondence between Wesley and
others (D.Watson, 1990:40-44). Watson’s view is informed by his deep
knowledge of the practical organization of early Methodism, but in the end
his interpretation runs along similar lines as those of Richey, Brockwell, and
Frank. All these historical evaluations of the General Rules primarily focus on
their role in fostering discipline in the early Methodist movement—both
personal discipline for individual Methodists and organizational discipline
within the constituent structures of Methodist societies (and in particular,
the class meeting). There are hints in these scholars’ work of a spiritual efficacy
of the rules, but the weight of their interpretation is on the theme of discipline.
Somewhat different in approach is the second type of engagement with
the General Rules, which includes those that are constructive in nature. Two
examples in recent literature bear highlighting in this category. The first is a
fascinating essay by Helmut Nausner the chief aim of which is an almost
exegetical interpretation of the rules that highlights key biblical and pastoral

12
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themes. Besides this historical exegesis, there is a major section of the essay
that also sketches a rudimentary ecclesiology out of the General Rules. Nausner
assumes that the rules are intended to speak to a particular kind of church,
and he attempts to set forth the theological tenets of a General Rules-based
ecclesial fellowship. For Nausner, these include that the church is to be an
“open church,” that it is “God sent,” that it exists as a “church in expectation,”
and that it is always marked as an “alive and committed fellowship” (Nausner,
1989:44-47). These phrases are all unpacked by Nausner to greater and lesser
extents, a process that is less important here than it is simply to note that
Nausner sees the General Rules as fertile ground for constructive theological
work. Whether the General Rules possess the theological depth to support a
full ecclesiology is clearly open to question and deserves further development,
but Nausner’s initial effort at doing so represents a possible avenue for further
work around Wesleyan/Methodist ecclesiology—itself a relatively
underdeveloped aspect of the tradition.
Joining Nausner in treating the General Rules in constructive theological
fashion is Christopher Momany, who uses them as the basis for what he calls
a “paradigm for postmodern ethics” (Momany, 1993). Momany sees the
General Rules as a “decidedly premodern ethical construct” that is
unencumbered by the development of critical ethical paradigms over the past
two hundred years within philosophical ethics (Momany, 1993:9). His interest
is in connecting what he sees as Wesley’s premodern approach to the ethical
life with the emerging postmodern sensibility of the present. In particular,
Momany sees great potential in appropriating the three-part formulation of
the General Rules in the service of a second or “willed” naivete as regards the
ethical life. Momany draws heavily on James Fowler’s work on stages of faith
development for this constructive move, and a part of it incorporates reference
to Wesley’s own biography (Momany, 1993:9-11). As with Nausner’s work,
there are some points at which Momany seems to want the General Rules to
do work for which they are not particularly well-suited (at least in their original
intent).4 Yet also like Nausner, the interest that Momany has in using the
General Rules in constructive fashion may suggest something about their
depth as a theological resource that is a bit deceptive given their relatively
simple formulation.
Finally, there are three works of a pastoral nature published within the last
decade that fit into the third category—those that in some way propose the
General Rules for practical use in the present. These examples include Rueben
Job’s Three Simple Rules: A Wesleyan Way of Living, Kevin Watson’s A Blueprint
for Discipleship: Wesley’s General Rules as a Guide for Christian Living, and Michael
Cartwright & Andrew Kinsey’s Watching Over One Another in Love: Reclaiming
the Wesleyan Rule of Life for the Church’s Mission. While all of them are intended
for church audiences at the popular level, they are significant for our
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consideration in that they represent a renewed interest generally in the General
Rules and see them as appropriate for contemporary discipleship.
Of these three texts, the most widely read has been Reuben Job’s Three
Simple Rules.5 Job is a retired bishop in the United Methodist Church and is
well known as a spiritual writer whose work has emphasized the devotional
life within a Wesleyan framework (cf. Job, 1998). His interpretation of the
General Rules emphasizes their use as it applies to devotional practice; this
approach should not be surprising given Job’s interests, but it may also
represent something of a distortion of the communal and pastoral context
of the General Rules’ original formulation. For Job, the usefulness of the
General Rules in the present is primarily geared toward personal spiritual
growth. He often writes in the first person plural (“we”) but Three Simple
Rules’ orientation is toward the individual and his or her devotional life.6 His
interest is in the ability of the rules to bring persons into the felt experience of
God’s love. This explains the absence of any real attention to the importance
of the Christian community in Job’s presentation.7 It also explains a curious
decision on Job’s part—the alteration of the third rule from “attend upon
the ordinances of God” to “stay in love with God.”8 In the General Rules as
Wesley renders them, the third rule serves to establish the practices that
together constitute the community of faith; for Job, the admonition to “stay
in love with God” is intended to “help keep us positioned in such a way that
we may hear and be responsive to God’s slightest whisper of direction and
receive God’s promised presence and power every day and in every situation”
(Job, 2007:55). Here as elsewhere, the language of individual devotion pervades.
Kevin Watson’s A Blueprint for Discipleship, is not as well-known as Job’s
Three Simple Rules but surpasses it in terms of providing the proper historical
context in which to read the General Rules and presenting the rules to the
contemporary church in a way that tries to attend to the tradition out of
which the rules arise. His presentation includes chapters on both the nature
of grace and the historical context of early Methodism, both of which precede
his description of the General Rules themselves (K.Watson, 2009: 25-36 and
37-47). Watson attends less to matters of person devotion and more to the
concept of discipleship formation, which he presses with reference to the
“mutual accountability” of Christian believers practicing their faith in
community with one another.9 One of the key ways he differs from Job can
be seen in how he approaches the third rule; Watson, too, sees the need to
rephrase Wesley’s “attend upon the ordinances of God,” but he does so
using the language of “practicing the spiritual disciplines.” The emphasis
throughout is on a disciplined method to the practice of faith within the life
of the faith community, a presentation of the General Rules for a
contemporary audience that captures their original Wesleyan tenor.

14
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The third text is also the most recent: Cartwright & Kinsey’s Watching Over
One Another in Love. In it, the authors encourage their readers toward an
“engagement with the canonical text of the General Rules,” something they
see as distinct from the overview presentations of Job and Watson (Cartwright
& Kinsey, 2011:11). Thus, they follow the format of a four-week long manual
that guides readers through selections from the General Rules and also includes
pastoral reflections, Scripture passages, and suggested prayers. The interest
of Cartwright and Kinsey is not in providing a study or commentary on the
General Rules; it is in motivating their readers to prayerfully engage with the
three rules in a firsthand way. In pursuing this format, Cartwright & Kinsey
reflect something of the devotional interest of Job but clearly want to locate
personal faith in a communal context (Cartwright & Kinsey, 2011:8-10). They
consider the General Rules to represent a Wesleyan “rule of life” and
understand their project to be geared toward spiritual formation.
The General Rules in Wesley’s Practical Theology
The recent engagements with the General Rules, while relatively few in
number, do point to the diverse ways in which this key Wesleyan text can be
appropriated. The historical examinations surveyed above, in particular, have
shown the ways in which the General Rules served a disciplinary function in
early Methodism. The constructive engagements appropriate the rules as
resources for other theological projects. And the proposals for practical use
seek to present the rules as a viable guideline for discipleship in the present.
My aim here is to explore the theology of the General Rules. That task in
many ways builds off of the various treatments of the General Rules already
examined, but it also differs in a significant way. I want to explore the theology
that inheres in the General Rules as they find articulation in Wesley, and that
Wesley intended the General Rules to impart to the early Methodists who
utilized them in their practice of the faith. (This of course means that I am
operating under the conviction that the rules existed as more than a disciplinary
mechanism from the time they were first published.) My hope for the outcome
of this exploration is that a practical theology of the General Rules will
emerge—the possibility of which requires examining the development of
the rules in Wesley’s thought and, in particular, their connection with the
theology of the means of grace. In doing so, I believe the theological significance
of the rules is seen to be their primary contribution to the Wesleyan
understanding of discipleship.
A) The Nature of Practical Theology
“Practical theology” can be a somewhat ambiguous term, so a first step in
approaching a practical theology of the General Rules should be in coming to
grips with what we mean by it. Within a Wesleyan framework, one fruitful
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interpretation of practical theology has been made by Randy L. Maddox.
Maddox engaged the shifting definition of practical theology, including recent
proposals to reclaim the sense of theology itself as a practical discipline, in a
series of essays preparatory to his influential study, Responsible Grace: John
Wesley’s Practical Theology (see Maddox, 1988, 1990, 1991, 1994). A part of
Maddox’s concern is to recover the sense of theology in the early church as a
habitus whose purpose is to form Christian character and whose media tend
to be sermons, liturgies, hymns, pastoral letters, catechetical treatises, and the
like. Theology viewed in this way calls for an action-reflection dynamic that
Maddox believes is expressed in the Greek sense of phronesis as a kind of
practical wisdom gained from experience. Seen in this way, the heart of
theology is neither purely in theory nor purely in practice; it is rather a praxisoriented endeavor whose direction is constantly set by the aim of nurturing
Christian discipleship and is enriched by reflection on that discipleship in the
context in which the theologian works.10 The articulation of such a practical
theology is thus grounded in a specific social and historical context, dependent
upon practical wisdom gained by immersion in and commitment to that
context, and aimed at illuminating faithful discipleship for persons and
communities in the theologian’s purview.
Maddox’ reflections on the character (and future) of practical theology
have much to recommend them. My purpose here, however, is less an
evaluation of Maddox per se and more a proposal that the General Rules fit as
an example of practical theology is just the way Maddox is suggesting. To do
so, we must consider that the General Rules represent more than a mechanism
for personal and organizational discipline—a consideration that I believe is
substantiated by comparing the text of the rules with evidence of their
development in Wesley’s thought and with the broader context of Wesley’s
theology of the means of grace. So it is with this vision of practical theology
that we should proceed in evaluating the General Rules at present.
B) The Character of the Means of Grace
For Wesley, the means of grace are made up of certain practices whereby
God’s grace is conveyed to the lives of persons such that they are brought
into a saving relationship with God, or else sustained and nurtured in that
relationship (cf. Wesley, 1984:381). He calls them the “usual channels of
[God’s] grace” (Wesley, 1984:378). An efficacious encounter with such means
can occur prior to the knowledge of God in the experience of justification,
such as when he refers to the Lord’s Supper as a “converting ordinance”
(Wesley, 1990:158). More regularly, the means of grace are those practices in
which Christian believers engage for their sanctification, in which they open
persons up to ongoing encounters with God that facilitate their growth in
holiness of heart and life. The major categories that Wesley employs to describe
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the means of grace are three in number: instituted means of grace, prudential
means of grace, and general means of grace. While Wesley never develops these
subcategories of the means of grace in any systematic way, he does offer
enough material on them so that their fundamental contours are evident (see
Knight, 1992; Thompson, 2012).
The instituted means of grace are those practices that can be discerned
from the teaching and example of Jesus Christ in the gospels. While Wesley’s
lists of such means differ depending on the context in which he is suggesting
them, a standard number can be inferred from his enumeration in the edition
of the “Large Minutes” of 1789: Prayer, Searching the Scriptures, the Lord’s
Supper, Fasting, and Christian Conference (a list strikingly similar, though
not identical, with the third rule of the General Rules) (Wesley, 2011:922923). The concept of the means of grace became explicitly central to Wesley’s
understanding as early as 1731 as evidenced in a letter to his mother Susanna
in which he discusses the importance he places on them (Wesley, 1980:282284). Implicitly, Wesley’s Anglican formation from the time of his childhood
meant that engagement with such practices was always fundamental to his
understanding of the faith. In the crucial period of his theological
development from the 1730s and early 1740s, it was his conviction about the
importance of the means of grace that caused him to part ways first with the
mysticism of William Law and later from the Moravians (Thompson, 2012:90122). In this development, Wesley consistently pointed to the biblical basis
of the instituted means of grace as non-negotiable aspects of faithful
discipleship: they are means of grace, to be sure, but they are also ordinances
of God clearly commanded to Christian believers in Scripture (cf. Wesley,
1990:157).
The prudential means of grace are those that are discovered to be means
of grace through Christian prudence, or the wisdom gained by an engaged
participation in the life of discipleship.11 Henry H. Knight III has suggested
a listing of the prudential means of grace that aggregates examples from
Wesley at various times and includes particular rules of holy living (such as
those contained in the first two of Wesley’s General Rules), class and band
meetings, auxiliary services of worship (e.g., watch-nights, covenant renewals,
and love feasts), visiting the sick, and devotional or theological study (Knight,
1992:5).12 The eclectic nature of such a list points to the open-ended character
of the prudential means of grace. There is no real limit to such a category, so
long as it is understood within certain parameters—what Ole E. Borgen
describes as, “Whatever is conducive to holiness and love becomes, to that
extent, a means of grace” (Borgen, 1986:105).13 For Wesley, the fact that such
practices are discovered to be means of grace through practical experience
makes them no less true means of grace.14 And moreover, the prudential
means of grace tend to be context-related responses to commands that are

THOMPSON: PRACTICAL THEOLOGY OF THE GENERAL R ULES

17

explicitly Scriptural—as when Wesley relates the idea of “works of mercy”
with Jesus’ teaching in Matthew 25:31-40 (cf. Wesley, 1984:164-165; 1984:573;
and 1986:191).
The general means of grace make up the least well-developed category in
Wesley’s thought and tend to refer to dispositional qualities of character
associated with New Testament concepts associated with the imitation of
Christ or obedience to Christ’s commands. Wesley’s explicit use of the term
is found in the Minutes of the 1745 Conference, where he refers to such
dispositions as “universal obedience; in keeping all the commandments; in
denying ourselves, and taking up our cross daily” as among the general means
of grace (Wesley, 2011:155). Though he does not appear to use the term
“general means of grace” elsewhere, he certainly employs the concept when he
writes about individual items that fit into the category (cf. Wesley, 1985:238250). He also assigns a special kind of importance to the general means of
grace, which is seen in his claim in the Large Minutes that the general means of
grace will always produce fruit in the life of the believer whereas it is possible
that instituted and prudential means of grace can be used without fruits
(Wesley, 2011:924). Wesley’s reasoning behind such a statement seems to be
related to the contemplative character of such means; they are forms of
inward spiritual discipline whereby one is brought into harmony with the
will of God.15 In that sense, it is absolutely crucial to use the general means of
grace in conjunction with those of an instituted and prudential character.
It is no exaggeration to say that the means of grace stand as the sacramental
grammar of Wesley’s thought.16 They are expansively sacramental, of course,
in that they include both the sacraments proper as well as other practices
understood to have a certain sacramental power. But so long as we understand
“sacramental” to mean “sacramental in a broad sense,” then the attribution
of the means of grace as Wesley’s sacramental grammar is entirely appropriate.
With respect to the efficacy of the means of grace for salvation, it is important
to emphasize the way grace itself is understood in the Wesleyan vein—namely,
as an expression of God’s love that is enabling and co-operative, and which
is generally experienced via engagement with practices of worship, devotion,
and outreach. In addition, it is characteristic of the means of grace in the
Wesleyan understanding that they are inherently communal in character. The
quintessential expression of this idea is Wesley’s statement that there is “no
holiness but social holiness,” an oft-misunderstood phrase that is intended
to refer to the way in which holiness or sanctification becomes a reality in
individuals only insofar as those individuals are located in a community of
faith where their practice of discipleship is grounded and carried out in company
with fellow believers (Wesley, 1958b:321-322).
There is ample evidence that Wesley’s theology of the means of grace was
reaching a mature form even prior to his well-known experience on Aldersgate
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Street on 24 May 1738. While the period following Aldersgate saw some
continuing spiritual turmoil in Wesley’s life, it is significant that the theological
understanding he came to have in the following years (and one that distanced
him from his erstwhile Moravian mentors) was one that was centered around
the means of grace. In this, Wesley holds in tension a theological position
not always seen as compatible: a strong belief in justification by faith as
experienced in the reality of new birth, together with a deeply sacramental
sense of ongoing sanctification via participation in the practices of the faith.
The use of the means of grace is, of course, appropriate for both those who
are awaiting the gift of faith and those who are already well on the road of
sanctification. They are simply the normal vehicle appointed by God for
encountering his redeeming grace, regardless of one’s location at any given
time along the way of salvation. Those who await faith in Christ Jesus are
encouraged by Wesley to “wait in the means.” For those who have a living
faith, the use of the means of grace facilitates their growth in holiness of
heart and life—a conviction reflected in Wesley’s 1765 sermon, “The Lord
Our Righteousness,” where he asserts that there is no one to whom Christ
imputes his righteousness that he does not also implant that righteousness
(Wesley, 1984:458-459). As righteousness is implanted, the means of grace
become the way whereby holiness grows over time as true Christian character
is formed in the life of the believer. The means of grace therefore serve as a
linchpin in Wesley’s theology that allows him to hold together a robust
conception of both justification and sanctification.
C) The General Rules and the Means of Grace
Wesley’s focus on the means of grace incorporates considerations of the
idea that will develop into the General Rules as far back as his Oxford period.
Indeed, some of his early statements about the means of grace are directly
connected to an early conviction about the General Rules; key initial
considerations of each of them come practically in the same breath. We see
this in a pair of letters written by Wesley in 1731—the first to Mary Pendarves
(whom Wesley called “Aspasia”) and the second to his brother, Samuel Wesley,
Jr. Earlier in the same year, Wesley had begun to think about the means of
grace in categories of “instituted” and “prudential” following his reading of
the philosopher John Norris’ Treatise Concerning Christian Prudence (Wesley,
1980:282-284). The categorization was apparently helpful to Wesley in thinking
about the ways in which he and the Oxford Methodists were engaging in
their practice of the faith. To Aspasia, Wesley writes a defensive letter
complaining of criticism he has received by those in Oxford who think he is
guilty of “being too strict, with carrying things too far in religion, and laying
burdens on myself, if not on others, which were neither necessary nor possible
to be borne.” Wesley responds to such accusations by claiming that he only
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wants to know true happiness, a state he equates with holiness and which is
attainable only by loving God. The way to attain this holiness is by the means
of grace. Wesley describes the instituted means of grace as “such means as are
ordered by God.” The prudential means of grace he calls, “such as are
recommended by experience and reason” (Wesley, 1980:294). He goes on in
the letter to elaborate on both these categories, and his description of the prudential
means of grace merits special attention here. To Aspasia, Wesley writes
As to prudential means, I believe this rule holds, of things
indifferent in themselves: whatever hinders the extirpating my
vile affections or the transferring my rational ones to proper
objects, that to me is not indifferent, but resolutely to be
abstained from, however familiar and pleasing. Again, of
things indifferent in themselves, whatever helps me to conquer
vicious and advance in virtuous affections, that to me is not
indifferent, but to be embraced, be it ever so difficult or painful
(Wesley, 1980:294).
Wesley’s wording is a bit convoluted, but his meaning is clear enough. His view
of such prudential means—those “recommended by experience and reason”—
is that they assist in the formation of oneself in holiness either by facilitating
the avoidance of things detrimental or the pursuance of things beneficial.
Wesley’s letter to his brother Samuel later in the same year runs parallel to
the earlier one to Aspasia. He is again concerned to lay out his understanding
about the use of the means to true happiness and holiness (which he here
refers to as “all those practices for which … I am generally accused of
singularity,” doubtless in reference to opposition to him at Oxford) (Wesley,
180:321). Here he describes the prudential means of grace as follows: “I
believe this rule holds of things indifferent in themselves: whatever I know
to do me hurt, that to me is not indifferent, but resolutely to be abstained
from; whatever I know to do me good, that to me is not indifferent, but
resolutely to be embraced” (Wesley, 1980:322). It is a statement worded in a
less complicated way than the parallel in the letter to Aspasia, and one carrying
much the same meaning.
These two letters bear significance for what they reveal about the prudential
means of grace and the General Rules. Wesley is giving descriptive contours
to the prudential means of grace in a way that clarifies a concept that is
sometimes treated in confusing fashion in contemporary Wesleyan theology.
With respect to the General Rules in particular, his connection of the prudential
means of grace with the first two rules puts the General Rules as a whole in
a somewhat different light than what we have seen in other treatments of
them—namely, as a method of discipline. It isn’t that the role of the General
Rules in promoting discipline is contradicted here; far from it. There is
something important added, though, and it is that the General Rules are
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posited as guidelines for engagement with the means of grace. Thus, the
regulatory function of the rules does not exhaust their usefulness. For instance,
it is not that the rules govern proper behavior so that society members might
be put in the kind of place where they can encounter God’s grace in other
ways. It is rather that the rules themselves are expressions of the means of
grace. The means of grace that are termed “prudential” are dependent on
context for the form they take, and they are dependent on the exercise of
practical wisdom for identifying that those context-dependent forms are
indeed true means of grace. They are, however, no less means of grace for
their prudential character; the first two of the General Rules are meant to
articulate this point in ways that can be embraced and pursued by Christians
at the level of their daily practice.17
When we view the first two of the General Rules as summary statements
of the prudential means of grace, it helps to understand why the third rule
(“attending upon the ordinances of God”) is included with the first two and
framed in the way that it is. The list of these ordinances (prayer, searching the
Scriptures, the Lord’s Supper, etc.) is representative of what Wesley considers
to be the instituted means of grace. It is clear from elsewhere in his writing on
the means of grace that Wesley does not want the Methodists ever to fall into
the habit of practicing them in a purely regulatory way, as duties the
performance of which suffices for the fulfillment of the religious life. Such a
mistake is foremost in the critique Wesley makes in his sermon, “The Means
of Grace,” when he states that the formalist abuse of the means of grace is
committed by those who “did not conduce to the end for which they were
ordained” (Wesley, 1984:379). And in “Upon Our Lord’s Sermon on the
Mount, II,” Wesley actually refers to the General Rules as a whole (with the
third rule now termed collectively “the means of grace”) as “what the world
accounts religion,” which he contrasts with the earnest believer “who hungers
after God” (Wesley, 1984:496-497). None of this suggests that Wesley is
contradicting himself. It rather simply means that he wants the rules to be
seen for the purpose he believes they are intended: as true means to the end
of loving God and neighbor. It is only when the ordinances of God are
viewed and pursued in this way that the believer can “be filled with
righteousness and true holiness” (Wesley, 1984:497). It is therefore appropriate
to include the third rule with the first two exactly because all three of the
General Rules are meant to nurture their practitioners in a relationship with
the living God. Collectively, the General Rules are a practical theological
articulation of the means of grace.18
The General Rules as we find them in published form in 1743 were thus
not the spontaneous creations of Wesley following his encounter with the
recalcitrant Methodist society in Newcastle. They were rather the articulation
of a principle long operative in Wesley’s theology stretching back some 15
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years that was meant to provide a practical framework of spiritual discipline
whereby seekers after salvation could reasonably expect to encounter grace.
That is, they were a framework for the means of grace. It is in just this sense
that we can say that the practical theology of the means of grace inheres in the
General Rules. The textual material in which the rules are narrated may not at
first glance seem like the stuff of a robust theology. But it is certainly the stuff
of a robust practical theology, if by that term we mean (following Maddox)
a theology aimed at a certain kind of Christian practice, geared toward nurturing
faithful Christian character, and expressed in a literary genre most appropriate
to the task for which it was intended. That the General Rules were used in a
disciplinary manner within Methodist societies there can be no doubt. Viewing
them primarily as a regulatory mechanism in this way, however, sells short the
full purpose for which they were intended. That purpose was a pastoral one,
whereby a theology of the means of grace was communicated to men and
women in Methodist societies in an intimately practical manner so that their
Christian practice might itself be formed and informed.
Conclusion
Late in his life, Wesley penned a sermon now known by the title, “On
Working Out Our Own Salvation,” in which his emphasis on the use of the
means of grace reaches something of a homiletical crescendo. In it, he cites
those “steps which the Scripture directs us to take, in the working out of our
own salvation” (Wesley, 1986:205). He begins by mentioning a version of the
first two of the General Rules—that we should “carefully avoid every evil
word and work” and that we should “learn to do well.” He then goes on to
name a version of the instituted means of grace, thereby inserting the third
rule into his counsel as well.19 It is significant that these practices are not
mentioned in this instance as regulatory items to be adhered to for the purpose
of discipline. They are instead grouped together under the heading of “every
means of drawing near to God” (Wesley, 1986:206). In other words, they are
articulated with reference to salvation.
Wesleyans in the present should take notice of the caution such a pastoral
counsel provides. Wesley himself is saying that there can be no embrace of a
set of rules that, by formal adherence, can substitute for what God intends to
do in present salvation. Rather, the General Rules are a practical theological
expression of the means of grace, intended to assist Christian believers in
coming to a knowledge of God and thereby nurturing them into the life of
holiness that simply is salvation in this life. Writing in 1984, Brockwell could
only lament the fate of the General Rules in Methodist discipleship. He
referred to the Rules as “relics altogether,” a judgment he believed was
appropriate because “their origin and interpretation have been forgotten”
(Brockwell, 1984:19).20 If that has been the case in recent decades, it need not
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be the case in the decades to come. The best chance Wesleyans have to reclaim
the central importance of the General Rules is in seeing them as Wesley
originally intended: as a pattern for the use of the means of grace.
End Notes
Though it does not bear on the argument of the present essay, it is worth
pointing out that Wesley seems to be confused as to the location of the first
“United Society”—he claims it was at London, whereas the actual bringing together
of separate groups into a larger society under Wesley’s leadership was at Bristol.
See, e.g., Heitzenrater, 1995:105.
1

2
There is significant material for the first and second rules of the General
Rules that I have omitted here for the sake of brevity. In the case of the first rule,
Wesley includes a number of examples of the kind of activities and attitudes he
has in mind (from brawling to drunkenness, and from malicious gossip to the
practice of usury). In the case of the second rule, Wesley’s examples are less in
terms of specific acts and more oriented toward the practice of Christian virtues
expressed with allusions to the New Testament (doing good to those of the
household of faith, running the race set before them, taking up the cross, etc.). In
each case, there is an attempt by Wesley to provide guidance for the contextual
situations in which early Methodists might find themselves at the time.

In his consideration of discipline in Methodist practice, Thomas Edward
Frank notes the lack of scholarly attention to the topic of discipline in studies of
Methodist history generally. As he considers the General Rules primarily under the
heading of discipline, his broader judgment would apply here to the rules more
narrowly.
3

4
This is especially the case when Momany begins to link the rules to “do not
harm” and “do good” with ethical principles of nonmaleficence and beneficence,
connections which obviously have a superficial similarity but which also rely on
taking the General Rules wholly out of their own context in order to identify
them within the frame of philosophical ethics as Momany wants to do (see Momany,
1993:14-17). My point here will be implicitly underscored in the following section of
the present essay, which examines the General Rules as guidelines for the means of
grace which bear on the understanding of salvation within a Wesleyan practical theology.
5
The wide success of Job’s book has been undoubtedly helped by a major
marketing effort of its publisher, Abingdon Press, which has turned it into
something of a brand. Abingdon has produced a host of age-related short-term
studies around the “Three Simple Rules” motif, a DVD-based video featuring Job,
and has translated Job’s book into multiple languages. The publisher’s marketing
effort has even produced a “Three Simple Rules” bookmark that can be purchased
in bulk! Whatever one thinks about the General Rules as a consumer product, the
popularity of Job does at least suggest that the General Rules are becoming more
well-known among Methodist folk than they have for decades.
6
This can be seen in Three Simple Rules where Job lapses from using “we” into
the first person “I” for an extended period in a way that accentuates the individual
devotional orientation of his treatment of the rules (see Job, 2007:31-49).
7
Note, e.g., Job’s singular emphasis on the individual as regards the significance
of the rule to do no harm (Job, 2007:31-32).
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Of all Job’s idiosyncratic ways of interacting with the General Rules, it is
his alteration of the third rule that is the most telling. In Job’s presentation, the
original Wesleyan insistence on attending upon the ordinances of God becomes
transformed into a counsel that “This simple rule will be constructed differently
for each of us because each of us is unique” (Job, 2007:55).
8

The theme of accountability within community, present throughout Watson’s
work, is underscored by a penultimate chapter on the “importance of Christian
community” (K.Watson, 2009:103-111). By attending to the communal context
of discipleship as framed by the General Rules, Watson goes a long way in preserving
the Wesleyan character of the rules and their intended use.
9

10
Maddox refers to this guiding aim as an “orienting concern” that brings
consistency to the work of practical theology. He employs “responsible grace” as
the orienting concern for Wesley, seeing it as a concept with a multivalent
significance related to the nature of God’s grace and human response in the reality
of salvation. Maddox’s employment of these concepts finds its full development
in Responsible Grace (Maddox, 1994).
11
While made in a somewhat different context than a discussion of the means
of grace, Wesley’s definition of prudence in his “Advice to the Clergy” (1756) as
“an habitual consideration of all the circumstances of a thing” seems relevant here
(Wesley, 1958a:485).

In addition to Knight’s description, that of Kenneth J. Collins on the
prudential means of grace is helpful: “the prudential means of grace provide the
structure, the parameters, through which the greatest advances in grace can be
realized in Christian practice. In other words, prudential means are those which
are considered prudent by an enlightened reason and by informed experience and
which direct and guide the spiritual life as it continues to encounter the rich grace
of God both in and through these particular practices” (Collins, 1986:27). This
apt description serves to point both to the great potential of the prudential means
as well as the flexible sense in which they are conceived through Christian
experience.
12

13
Cf. Ted Campbell’s identification of the prudential means of grace as
limited to “distinctively Methodist practices” (Campbell, 2009:282), a claim that
seems far too narrow given the diverse articulation of the prudential means of
grace by Wesley that we have cited in this section.

Wesley emphasizes this point about the context-dependent nature of the
prudential means of grace in relation to bands meeting in the city of Bristol early
in the revival (see Wesley, 1990:46-47). Much later he makes a similar point in
relation to the works of mercy (see Wesley, 1986:385).
14

15
Wesley’s sermon, “Self-denial” (1760), represents an extended argument
about this point specifically in relation to self-denial and taking up one’s cross (two
of the general means of grace). See Wesley, 1985:241-245.
16
I utilize the term “sacramental grammar” to illuminate the logic of the
means of grace in Wesley’s theology in my recent dissertation. I find that it captures
the broadly sacramental character of the means of grace generally in Wesley’s
soteriology and in the practical theology of early Methodist discipleship (see
Thompson, 2012:9-10, 38, and 246-247).
17
At times those who have written on the means of grace have hinted at a
connection between the prudential means of grace and the General Rules, but the
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point has remained undeveloped. Borgen in his study of Wesley’s sacramental
theology cites the 17 November 1731, letter to Samuel Wesley, Jr., in connection
with the prudential means of grace but does not go on to connect it with the
General Rules (see Borgen, 1986:105). Knight in his analysis of the means of
grace in Wesley’s theology places the General Rules’ first two rules under the
heading of the prudential means of grace in an outline of Wesley’s typology of the
means of grace but does so without significant explanation (see Knight, 1992:5).
Cf. Knight’s later examination of the substructures of Methodist societies under
the heading of the prudential means of grace, a section which includes some
discussion of the General Rules but without any of the historical connection that
I have made here (Knight, 1992: 95-116).
18
While I have not included the general means of grace along with the
instituted and prudential means of grace at this point in my analysis, it is fairly
clear that Wesley understood the general means to be included in the second rule,
which refers to self-denial and taking up one’s cross as aspects of doing good.

As with some of the previously cited instances in this essay (e.g., the second
rule), Wesley folds in a number of the general means of grace to this larger
consideration also. Here, he mentions specifically denying oneself and taking up
the cross.
19

20
Brockwell’s comments on the General Rules at this point come in the
context of a larger consideration of the shift of Methodist discipline from a regula
vitae to a body of canon law mostly useful for ecclesiastical administration. On
Brockwell’s account, the original intent of Wesleyan spiritual discipline embodied
in the General Rules and other forms of discipleship had been entirely lost by at
least the mid-20th century.
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Introduction

While the American Holiness Movement has often made claims of their
adherence to Wesleyan theology, they have in reality moved away from John
Wesley and early Methodist teaching in a number of significant ways.1 One
clear example is in their views of water and Spirit baptism.
The purpose of my paper is twofold. First, I will demonstrate the clear
separation of the American Holiness understanding of water and Spirit
baptism from that of John Wesley, his Methodist contemporaries and
immediate heirs. Then, I will show how early Methodist teaching is grounded
in historic Christianity, while the American Holiness view is not. Specifically, I
will begin by stating early Methodist views of baptism, followed by a
contrasting description of teaching found in the American Holiness
Movement. Then I will provide an historical survey of the subject from the
early church, Reformation and contemporary denominations with historical
precedence, showing how early Methodist teaching is grounded in Christian
consensus. Finally, I will conclude with a brief summary and comment.
I. Views of Early Methodists Concerning Water and Spirit Baptism
Early Methodist leaders considered Spirit baptism and the rite of water
baptism as being essential to entrance into the Church of Christ. Water
baptism was an outward and visible sign of that inward work of Spirit
baptism otherwise described by St. Paul as “the washing of regeneration, and the
renewing of the Holy Ghost” (Titus 3:5).
By reviewing a sampling of the writings of John Wesley, John Fletcher,
Adam Clarke, Richard Watson, Luther Lee and W. B. Pope concerning baptism,
a fresh reminder of early Methodists’ theological stance on the subject can be
found. The views of these early Methodist leaders provide a benchmark for a
comparison between current and historical beliefs of the subject.
A. John Wesley (1703-91)
Before his ascension, Jesus promised His followers that they would “be
baptized with the Holy Spirit not many days hence” (Acts 1:5). “And so are all true
believers, to the end of the world,” responded John Wesley in his Explanatory
Notes upon the New Testament.2
In Romans 8:9 the Apostle Paul writes that those who do not have the
Spirit of Christ do not belong to Him. Again in his Notes, Wesley comments:
“If any man have not the Spirit of Christ—dwelling and governing him, He is
none of his—He is not a member of Christ; not a Christian; not in a state of
salvation.” This is “[a] plain, express declaration, which admits of no exception.
He that hath ears to hear let him hear.”3
For the founder of Methodism, all true believers are baptized with the
Holy Spirit; not just those who have been entirely sanctified or perfected in
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love. Wesley believed that the outpouring of the Holy Spirit is the means by
which regeneration is accomplished. In his written work entitled “A Further
Appeal to Men of Reason and Religion,” Wesley asks his readers the question:
“Are you still a stranger to that inward baptism wherewith all true believers
are baptized?”4
In a letter to Rev. Potter, Wesley writes, “it does not appear that [St. Paul’s]
was a sudden conversion. It is true, ‘a great light suddenly shone round
about him;’ but this light did not convert him. After he had seen this, ‘he was
three days without sight, and neither did eat or drink.’ And probably, during
the whole time, God was gradually working in his heart, till he arose and
being baptized, washed away his sins, and was filled with the Holy Ghost.’”5
Wesley understood Paul’s initial conversion to entail the forgiveness of
sin and being “filled with the Holy Ghost,” signified by water baptism. Thus
Wesley considered the apostle’s initial filling with the Holy Spirit in the presence
of Ananias to be synonymous with Spirit baptism.
In a December 1770 letter to Joseph Benson, Wesley gives a lengthy
description of entire sanctification as a second definite “change” in the believer’s
heart. He then writes, “If they like to call this ‘receiving the Holy Ghost,’ they
may: Only the phrase, in that sense, is not scriptural, and not quite proper; for
they all ‘received the Holy Ghost’ when they were justified. God then, ‘sent
forth the Spirit of his Son into their hearts, crying Abba, Father.’” 6
Some may look upon Wesley’s use of the word “received” as having less
significance than the terms “baptized” and “filled.” 7 This, however, is easily
settled when recalling that the Samaritans in Acts 8:17 “received the Holy Ghost”
after Peter and John had prayed and laid hands upon them. Few would deny
that these Samaritans were baptized with the Holy Spirit on that occasion
simply because Acts states that they “received the Holy Ghost.” Various
expressions for Spirit baptism are used interchangeably by New Testament
writers to describe that great effusion of the Spirit upon new believers. We
read that the Spirit “fell” on some, was “given,” “poured out” and “shed forth” on
others. Believers are also said to “receive,” “be endued,” “filled,” as well as “baptized
with the Holy Spirit.”8
The great work of regeneration, Wesley believed, is accomplished by
nothing less than a powerful effusion or baptism of the Holy Spirit. New
birth wrought by the baptism with the Holy Spirit is described as
“…that great change which God works in the soul when he
brings it into life; when he raises it from the death of sin to the
life of righteousness. It is the change wrought in the whole
soul by the almighty Spirit of God when it is ‘created anew in
Jesus Christ;’ when it is ‘renewed after the image of God, in
righteousness and true holiness;’ when the love of the world
is changed into the love of God; pride into humility; passion
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into meekness; hatred, envy, malice, into a sincere, tender,
disinterested love for all mankind. In a word, it is that change
whereby the earthly, sensual, devilish mind is turned into the
‘mind which was in Christ Jesus.’ This is the nature of the new
birth: ‘So is every one that is born of the Spirit.’”9
In another portion of his writings the founder of Methodism assures that
“It requires no less power thus to quicken a dead soul, than to raise a body
that lies in the grave. It is a new creation, and none can create a soul anew, but
He who at first created the heavens and the earth.”10
Although water baptism is not synonymous with regeneration, Wesley
believed it to be an outward and visible sign of this inward work of grace.
This is supported by a journal entry in which he writes, “I baptized a
gentlewoman at the Foundry; and the peace she immediately found was a
fresh proof, that the outward sign, duly received, is always accompanied with
the inward grace.”11 A Quaker testified of his baptismal experience saying, “I
sensibly found the Holy Ghost, descend into my soul; the joy rose higher
and higher, till at last I could neither speak nor move; but seemed rapt into
the third heaven.”12 These accounts further support Mr. Wesley’s conviction
that water baptism is not only an outward sign of an inward work of grace
but also a contributing means to that end.13 To him “It is the initiatory
sacrament, which enters us into covenant with God. It was instituted by
Christ, who alone has power to institute a proper sacrament, a sign, seal,
pledge, and means of grace, perpetually obligatory on all Christians.”14
While some might question the founder of Methodism’s assertion that
water baptism is a “means of grace,” he clearly states that “In all ages, the
outward baptism is a means of the inward: as outward circumcision was of
the circumcision of the heart.”15 For support he quotes various scriptural
references beginning with the words of Jesus: “Except a man be born again of
water and of the Spirit, he cannot enter into the kingdom of God” (John 3:5). “By
water then, as a means,” says he, “the water of baptism, we are regenerated or
born again; whence it is also called by the Apostle, ‘the washing of regeneration’”
(Titus 3:5).16
To be clear, Wesley is not making himself a proponent of baptismal
regeneration when understood in terms of a sole reliance upon the application
of water for regeneration. He plainly declares that he assigns “no greater
virtue to baptism than Christ himself has done.” Rather than ascribing
regeneration “to the outward washing,” he attributes it fully “to the inward
grace, which, added thereto, makes it a sacrament. Herein a principle of grace
is infused,” says he, “which will not be wholly taken away, unless we quench
the Holy Spirit of God...” 17 He assures his readers that according to 1 Peter
3:21, “‘Baptism doth now save us’ if we live answerable thereto; if we repent,
believe, and obey the gospel.”18 Noah’s ark (completed in fulfillment of his
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faith and obedience) became the means by which he and his family were
carried safely through the water. This “antitype” or “thing typified by the ark,
even baptism now saveth us,” writes Wesley. Explaining further, he says that
“through the water of baptism we are saved from the sin which overwhelms
the world as a flood: not, indeed, the bare outward sign, but the inward grace;
a divine consciousness that both our persons and our actions are accepted
through Him who died and rose again for us.”19
Wesley is convinced that “the Apostles themselves baptized great numbers,
not by dipping, but by washing, sprinkling, or pouring water. This,” says he,
“clearly represented the cleansing from sin, which is figured by baptism.”20
B. John Fletcher (1729-85)
John Fletcher, Vicar of Madeley, became the celebrated apologist of early
Methodist teachings. His Checks to Antinomianism display the way in which he
successfully vindicated Mr. Wesley’s theological stance against some of the
unscriptural tenets of Calvinism and the antinomianism naturally spawned
thereby. “One equal to him I have not known;” writes Wesley, “one so inwardly
and outwardly devoted to God.”21
In his Last Check to Antinomianism, Fletcher shows common understanding
with Wesley concerning water baptism. Here he makes reference to the Apostles’
manner of preaching after Pentecost. He says that they began to preach “the
full baptism of Christ which has two branches, the baptism of water, and the
baptism of the Spirit, or of celestial fire... But,” cautions Fletcher, “how
many learned men, to this day, see no difference between water baptism and
spiritual regeneration, between the means of grace and grace itself, between
‘the form’ and ‘the power of godliness!’”22
In many places, Fletcher also demonstrates his adherence to Wesley’s
teaching on Spirit baptism. In his essay entitled, “Spiritual Manifestations of
the Son of God,” he considers being “baptized with the Holy Ghost and
Change
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the baptism of the Holy Ghost.” Technology.
The reason he gives for such a “necessity”
is that “All are tainted with sin” and “must be born again.”24 Herein he sees
the necessity of the baptism of the Holy Ghost for the accomplishment of
the new birth.
In his Equal Check, he reminds his readers of St. Paul’s statement in 1
Corinthians 12:13. Although Fletcher presumes that many of the Corinthian
believers had yet to experience the mature state of entire sanctification at the
time Paul wrote, he assures them that “by one Spirit are we all baptized into one
body … and have been all made to drink into one Spirit.”25 Fletcher was convinced
that Paul was not referring to those only who have had an advanced experience
of grace but was making the point that all members, without exception, had
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entered the body or the invisible Church of Christ by Spirit baptism. It was
an initiatory event and common experience for all true believers. Fletcher
declares “This blessing, which under the Jewish dispensation was the
prerogative of prophets and prophetesses only, is [now] common to all true
Christians. The four evangelists and St. Peter, our Lord and his forerunner,
agree to name it ‘the baptism of the Holy Ghost.’”26
In “A Sermon on the New Birth,” Fletcher contrasts the “difference between
the reformation of a Pharisee and the regeneration of a child of God. “Some
degrees of preventing grace and of reason and reflection, suffice for the
[reformation of the Pharisee], but nothing less can [bring about the
regeneration of a child of God] than a baptism of the Holy Ghost.”27
Later in the same sermon, Fletcher speaks of the new birth as a spiritual
resurrection. He assures the penitent seeker of a “balm in Gilead.” Better yet,
“Faith in the blood of Christ,” says he, “can not only heal the wounds of a
dying soul, but raise to life one that is spiritually dead.”28 To the true penitent
and seeker after the new birth he writes these words of encouragement: “Yes,
you shall be baptized by the Holy Ghost for the remission of sins and
justified freely by faith.”29
It is known that Fletcher, in other parts of his writings, applied the language
of “baptism of the Holy Ghost” to the work of entire sanctification.30 Laurence
Wood and Timothy L. Smith lend much emphasis to this fact.31 However, to
suppose that Fletcher used the expression, “baptism with the Holy Ghost”
exclusively with reference to entire sanctification would be a mistake as seen by
my preceding discussion. He, like other early Methodists, plainly used the language
of Spirit baptism in reference to regeneration. By using the same terminology
for both regeneration and entire sanctification he does differ from Wesley. He is
seen as viewing the baptism of the Holy Spirit in a holistic sense.32
C. Adam Clarke (1760-1832)
Adam Clarke is well known for his excellent Commentary on the Bible. He
was one of Wesley’s itinerant preachers in early life and later proved himself
to be an outstanding scholar and master of Semitic languages.
In his comments on John 3:5, Clarke sees water in the baptismal rite as
“an emblem of the Holy Spirit.”33 Commenting on Acts 2:38 he continues
to express this concept by explaining that “baptism [points] out the purifying
influences of the Holy Spirit; and it is in reference to that purification that it is
administered, and should in consideration never be separated from it. For
[water] baptism itself purifies not the conscience; it only points out the grace
by which this is to be done.”34
It is important to notice that Clarke strongly expresses a persuasion, that
the initiatory event of water and Spirit baptism is accompanied with a
purifying effect.
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In Acts 10, we read of Peter’s preaching to the Gentiles in the house of
Cornelius. The content of Peter’s message was elementary in nature and
content, suited to an audience needing an introduction to Christ and the
“remission of sins” (plural). While expounding on the gracious privileges
offered to all who believe in Christ’s name the Holy Spirit fell upon Cornelius
and those gathered with him to hear the word. Clarke makes the following
observations on verse 47, wherein Peter asks, “Can anyone withhold water?”
These had evidently received the Holy Ghost, and consequently
were become members of the mystical body of Christ; and yet
St. Peter requires that they shall receive baptism by water, that
they might become members of the Christian Church. In other
cases, they received baptism first, and the Spirit afterwards by
the imposition of hands; see Acts 19:4-6, where the disciples
who had received only the baptism of John were baptized
again with water in the name of the Lord Jesus; and, after even
this, the apostles prayed, and laid their hands on them, before
they were made partakers of the Holy Ghost. So we find that
Jesus Christ had his water baptism as well as John; and that
even he who gave the baptism of the Holy Ghost required the
administration of water baptism also. Therefore, the baptism
of the Spirit did not supersede the baptism by water; nor
indeed can it; as baptism, as well as the supper of the lord, were
intended, not only to be means of grace, but standing,
irrefragable proofs of the truth of Christianity.35
Like Wesley and Fletcher, Clarke adds his support to the view that “water
baptism” is a “means of grace.” Wesley’s comments on 1 Peter 3:21 have
been shared above. But Clarke also has some valuable observations concerning
the Apostle’s statement that “baptism doth also now save us.”
Noah believed in God; walked uprightly before him, and found
grace in his sight; he obeyed him in building the ark, and God
made it the means of his salvation from the waters of the
deluge. Baptism implies a consecration and dedication of the
soul and body to God, the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit. He
who is faithful to his baptismal covenant, taking God through
Christ, by the eternal Spirit, for his portion, is saved here from
his sins; and through the resurrection of Christ from the dead, has
the well-grounded hope of eternal glory. This is all plain; but
was it the deluge, itself, or the ark; or the being saved by that ark
from the deluge, that was the antitype of which St. Peter speaks?
Noah and his family were saved by water; i.e. it was the
instrument of their being saved through the good providence
of God. So the water of baptism, typifying the regenerating
influence of the Holy Spirit, is the means of salvation to all
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those who receive this Holy Spirit in its quickening, cleansing
efficacy. Now as the waters of the flood could not have saved
Noah and his family, had they not made use of the ark; so the
water of baptism saves not man, but as it is the means of his
getting his heart purified by the Holy Spirit, and typifying to
him that purification.36
Clarke gives special consideration to the words “by the washing of regeneration”
as recorded in Titus 3:5. “Undoubtedly,” says he, “the apostle here means
baptism, the rite by which persons were admitted into the Church, and the
visible sign of the cleansing, purifying influences of the Holy Spirit, which
the apostle immediately subjoins. Baptism is ... a sign, and therefore should
never be separated from the thing signified; but it is a rite commanded by
God himself, and therefore the thing should never be expected without it.”37
Clarke reminds his readers that it was Jesus Himself who plainly “asserts
that a man [must] be born of water and the Holy Spirit, that is, of the Holy
Ghost, which, represented under the similitude of water, cleanses, refreshes,
and purifies the soul.” Again, like Wesley and Fletcher, Clarke sees the baptism
of the Holy Spirit in regeneration as signified by baptism with water.38
D. Richard Watson (1781-1833)
Richard Watson was a proficient Bible scholar and theologian, who wrote
the first systematic theology for early Methodism.
In his biblical treatment of water baptism, Watson shows that water
“baptism is to the new covenant what circumcision was to the old, and took
its place by the appointment of Christ.”39 He further states that “baptism [was]
expressly made the initiatory rite, by which believers of ‘all nations’ were to be
introduced into the Church and covenant of grace; an office in which it
manifestly took the place of circumcision, which heretofore, even from the
time of Abraham, had been the only initiatory rite into the same covenant.”40
The significance of baptism goes beyond the act of obedience and
“submission to the Lordship of Christ,” as emphasized by Allan Brown.41
Watson emphatically claims that
baptism has an end, an “intent,” “not the putting away the
filth of the flesh,” but obtaining “a good conscience toward
God;” and it requires, claims this good conscience through that
faith in Christ whereof cometh remission of sins, the cleansing
of the “conscience from dead works,” and those supplies of
supernatural aid by which, in future, men may “live in all good
conscience before God.” It is thus that we see how St. Peter
preserves the correspondence between the act of Noah in
preparing the ark as an act of faith by which he was justified,
and the act of submitting to Christian baptism, which is also
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obviously an act of faith, in order to the remission of sins, or
the obtaining a good conscience before God. This is farther
strengthened by his immediately adding, “by the resurrection
of Jesus Christ;” a clause which our translators by use of a
parenthesis, connect with “baptism doth now save us;” so
that their meaning is, we are saved by baptism through the
resurrection of Jesus Christ; and as he “rose again for our
justification,” this sufficiently shows the true sense of the
apostle, who, by our being “saved,” clearly means our being
justified by faith.42
Watson enlarges upon this theme by assuring his readers that “baptism is
the outward sign of our entrance into God’s covenant of mercy; and that
when it is an act of true faith, it becomes an instrument of salvation, like that act of
faith in Noah, by which, when moved with fear, he ‘prepared an ark to the
saving of his house,’ and survived the destruction of an unbelieving world.”43
(Emphasis added)
“But as a sign baptism is, more than circumcision;” writes Watson,
because the covenant, under its new dispensation, was not
only to offer pardon upon believing, deliverance from the
bondage of fleshly appetites, and a peculiar spiritual relation to
God, all which we find under the Old Testament; but also to
bestow the Holy Spirit, in his FULNESS, upon all believers;
and of this effusion of ‘the power from on high,’ baptism
was made the visible sign; and perhaps for this, among some
other obvious reasons, was substituted for circumcision,
because baptism by effusion, or pouring ... was a natural symbol
of this heavenly gift.”44
Watson clearly understands water baptism to be “an instrument of
salvation” when undertaken as an “act of true faith.”
Furthermore, like the Methodists of his day, he connects water baptism to
Spirit baptism. Watson states that water baptism is “a sign of the new
covenant, corresponding to circumcision” and “the symbol of regeneration,
the washing away of sin, and ‘the renewing of the Holy Ghost’ … which he
shed, or poured out, ‘on us abundantly through Jesus Christ… Of this great
new covenant blessing, baptism was therefore eminently the sign; and it
represented ‘the pouring out’ of the Spirit, ‘the descending’ of the Spirit, the
‘falling’ of the Spirit ‘upon men.’”45
E. Luther Lee (1800-89)
Unlike other early Methodist leaders cited in this paper who were natives
of England, Luther Lee was an American Methodist who with Orange Scott
became cofounders of The Wesleyan Methodist Connection, a group that
separated from the Methodist Episcopal Church in 1843. Although issues of
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abolition and church government gave rise to this separation, Luther Lee, a
well-known professor of theology, never turned from the fundamental
doctrines of early Methodism even though he lived through the rise of the
American Holiness Movement.
In his Elements of Theology Lee refers to the historical account of Pentecost
and the crowd’s response to Peter’s sermon. Awakened sinners were pricked
in their hearts and wanted to know what they must do to relieve themselves
of the burden of guilt. Peter directed them to “repent and be baptized ... in the
name of Jesus Christ for the remission of sins.” Lee comments on the reason and
significance of such instructions from Peter. It was “‘for the remission of
sins’ as a means of obtaining pardon that they “were commanded to ‘repent
and be baptized.’ The words can mean nothing else.” He explains as follows:
It was necessary for them to be baptized as a means of obtaining
pardon, in the sense that any known duty must be performed
by an awakened sinner, before he can obtain forgiveness and
acceptance ... The promise which [Peter] added makes the same
thing more certain. “And ye shall receive the gift of the Holy
Ghost.” This cannot mean the extraordinary gifts of the Holy
Ghost of working miracles, for that was clearly never conferred
upon that multitude of three thousand souls. They were not
regenerated, had not been pardoned when Peter told them to
be baptized, and promised them the gift of the Holy Ghost ...
by which internal baptism in its heart-renewing influence, must
be meant. Here we have a clear case of baptism before what is
called regeneration. It is then added, “Then they that gladly
received his word,” not they who mocked, “were baptized,”
and the same day there were added unto them about three
thousand souls.” No doubt, on being baptized they received
remission of sins, and the comfort of the Holy Ghost.46
Together with earlier leaders of Methodism, Lee concludes “that all who
believed in the truth of Christianity, and entertain an honest purpose to live
by it as a system of faith and duty, are Scriptural subjects of baptism.”47
Supposing he were faced with the question: “would you now baptize men
and women before conversion, or before they profess to have obtained
pardon?” Lee unhesitatingly answers, “To be sure I would, if I believed that
they desired it in connection with an honest purpose to seek God.”48 To him
“It is the only Scriptural ground.” Continuing in a spirit of confidence, he
says, “If an awakened sinner should come to me, who had never been
baptized, and ask me what he must do to be saved, I would tell him to be
baptized, as one item in the list of duties I would lay before him.”49
Lee, like early Methodists, connects Spirit baptism to water baptism and
conversion. He identifies the “gift of the Holy Ghost” with that “internal
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baptism in its heart-renewing influence.” In other words he sees the “gift of
the Holy Ghost” promised by Peter to be, in reality, a promise of the “baptism
of the Holy Ghost.”
Lee assures his readers that “Baptism is a sign or symbol of the purification
of the heart by the Holy Spirit. It is an outward visible sign of an internal
washing.” “Purification,” says he “is always associated with baptism.”50
F. W.B. Pope (1822-1903)
In his A Compendium of Christian Theology, William Burt Pope provides
below his defining statement on the sacrament of baptism with the Holy
Spirit’s accompanying work in the initial work of conversion:
Baptism is an ordinance appointed by our Lord to be the rite
of initiation into the new covenant of grace and fellowship of
its kingdom; being the sign and seal of the blessings of that
covenant conferred upon those who thereby avow their
acceptance of the one condition of faith in Jesus Christ with its
obligations. It is the sacrament of union with Christ, of pardon
and renewal through His Gospel, and of membership in His
Church: being the outward and visible sign of the sealing of
the Holy Ghost, Who is the interior Bond of communion
between the believer and the Lord, the Agent in imparting that
forgiveness and regeneration of which the washing of water is
the sign...51
This prominent theologian reminds us that the “Prophets … predicted
the effusion [or baptism] of the Holy Spirit, of which Christian baptism [by
water] was to be the symbol, under the similitude of cleansing waters: poured
out, forever flowing, and sprinkled upon the soul.”52
Pope furthermore assures his readers that regeneration “is the Divine
begetting of the filial life of Christ in us.” He identifies “Baptism … as the
sacrament of the new birth, or rather of the soul’s entrance into Christ
[which] gives regeneration both a special name and a special character. The
baptism with the Holy Ghost is one of its definitions.”53
Having lived most of the nineteenth century, Pope, like Luther Lee,
witnessed the rise and wide spread influence of the American Holiness
Movement with its changing theological propensities. In the following he
expressed this interesting warning:
There has been a tendency among some teachers of religion in
modern times to speak of Christian perfection as to seem to
make it the entrance into a new order of life, one namely of
higher consecration under the influence of the Holy Ghost.
That this higher life is the secret of entire consecration there can
be no doubt. But there is no warrant in Scripture for making it
a new dispensation of the Spirit, or a Pentecostal visitation
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superadded to the state of conversion. Have ye received the Holy
Ghost since ye believed? means Did ye receive the Holy Ghost when ye
believed? In other words entire consecration is the stronger energy
of a Spirit already in the regenerate, not a Spirit to be sent down
from on high. This kingdom of God is already within, if we
would let it come in its perfection. Neither SINCE in this
passage, nor the AFTER in after that ye believed, has anything
corresponding in the original Greek. This teaching tends to
diminish the value of regeneration, which is itself a life hid with
Christ in God... 54
Pope thus makes the point in statements above that a new convert has
initially received or been baptized by the Holy Spirit and that the experience of
Christian perfection does not require an added “Pentecostal visitation [of the
Holy Spirit] superadded to the state of conversion.” The same Holy Spirit
that has taken up His residence in the heart of the newly regenerated soul is to
be allowed to continue His work of entirely sanctifying and perfecting ministry.
G. Summary and Early Issues of Methodism
From this cursory study thus far, we see that each of these early Methodist
leaders viewed both water and Spirit baptism as initiatory events. None of
them subscribed to what is termed “baptismal regeneration” as defined by
the dependence upon the application of water alone for regeneration. Baptism
by water was, nevertheless, clearly held to be an outward symbol of that
inward baptism of the Spirit, which is received in regeneration. However, it
was more than a sign, more than an outward “symbol” and “seal” of God’s
covenant, it was also a “means of grace” when duly administered.55 This view
was scripturally supported by the directions of Peter given on the day of
Pentecost to the penitent seekers to “Repent, and be baptized every one of you in
the name of Jesus Christ for the remission of sins, and ye shall receive the gift of the
Holy Ghost” (Acts 2:38).
They understood that for various reasons, such as lack of true repentance
and a living faith, Spirit baptism did not always accompany water baptism at
the same moment, though it often did. In his sermon “The New Birth”
Wesley clarifies this issue by stating, “Baptism is a sacrament, wherein Christ
hath ordained the washing with water, to be a sign and seal of regeneration
by his Spirit. Here it is manifest, baptism, the sign, is spoken of as distinct
from regeneration, the thing signified.” The “inward part, or thing signified
is,” says he, “death unto sin, and a new birth unto righteousness. Nothing,
therefore, is plainer, than that ... baptism is not the new birth.” He further
explains that
the one is an external, the other an internal, work; that the one
is a visible, the other an invisible thing, and therefore wholly
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different from each other?—the one being an act of man,
purifying the body; the other a change wrought by God in the
soul: So that the former is just as distinguishable from the
latter, as the soul from the body, or water from the Holy Ghost...
[A]s the new birth is not the same thing with baptism, so it
does not always accompany baptism: They do not constantly
go together. A man may possibly be “born of water,” and yet
not be “born of the Spirit.”56
Wesley does not, however, minimize the importance of water baptism.
To offset such a view, he comments in response to St. Peter’s question
following the pouring out of the Holy Spirit upon Cornelius and the Gentiles
of his household. “Can any man forbid water, that these should not be baptized, who
have received the Holy Ghost, even as we?” (Acts 10:47) “He does not say, ‘They
have the baptism of the Spirit; therefore they do not need baptism with
water:’ but just the contrary; ‘If they have received the Spirit, then baptize
them with water.’
“How easily,” continues Mr. Wesley, “is this question decided, if we will
take the Word of God for our judge! Either men have received the Holy
Ghost, or not. If they have not, ‘Repent,’ saith God, ‘and be baptized, and ye shall
receive the gift of the Holy Ghost.’ If they have, if they are already baptized with
the Holy Ghost, then, who can forbid water?”57
A question must be addressed here, one raised by contemporary Wesleyan
scholarship. Did Fletcher influence a change in Wesley’s theology, as claimed
by Laurence Wood,58so as to alter the latter’s views concerning the baptism of
the Holy Spirit? More particularly, did Wesley in his later writings use the
terminology of “baptism of the Holy Ghost” in reference to entire sanctification?
A close reading of Wesley’s sermons and writings produced in the last thirty
years of his life appear to strongly point to the answer “No.”59 Kenneth
Collins, Robert Lyon, Donald Dayton, and Randy Maddox have all taken
strong exception to Laurence Wood’s assertion that Fletcher influenced the
elderly Wesley to alter his views so as to identify as synonymous entire
sanctification and the Pentecostal baptism with the Holy Spirit.60 Wesley’s
writings uniformly reflect his view that all true believers, including babes in
Christ, are baptized with the Holy Ghost.61 While Fletcher’s strengths are
seen in his masterful confutation of the tenets of Calvinism and his
exceptionally holy life, Wesley, noticeably adheres more closely and consistently
with New Testament writers and historic Christianity in his view of baptism.
In a word, it was his view that baptism (both water and Spirit) is a one-time
initiatory event; an event by which the new convert experiences an entrance
into the body of Christ, the Church. One baptism, followed by many fillings
is more in keeping with Wesley’s view.62 This is seen in Acts 4:31, where a
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number of believers, after the day of Pentecost “were all filled [again] with
the Holy Ghost.” Adam Clarke writes:
Though these disciples had received the Holy Spirit on the day
of Pentecost, yet they were capable of larger communications:
and what they had then received did not preclude the necessity
of frequent supplies, on emergent occasions. Indeed, one
communication of this Spirit always makes and disposes for
another. Neither apostle nor private Christian can subsist in
the Divine life without frequent influences from on high. Had
these disciples depended on their pentecostal grace, they might
have sunk now under the terror and menaces of their combined
and powerful foes. God gives grace for the time being, but no
stock for futurity, because he will keep all his followers continually
dependent on himself.63
Another related issue raised by some Wesleyan scholars is the argument
that since the apostles were converted before the day of Pentecost, their
experience of Spirit Baptism was entire sanctification. Early Methodists would
have considered it a grave mistake to make the experience of the disciples
prior to Pentecost the pattern for regeneration. No respected eighteenth century
Methodist equated the baptism of the Holy Spirit solely to entire sanctification.
They would have considered such a view as regrettably lowering the standards
of both regeneration and entire sanctification. Pentecost to them was the
watershed of salvation history. As Kenneth Collins has stated, “Pentecost
was the birth of the Church, not its perfection.”64
The disciples, under the tutoring of Christ, lived in a time of transition
between the old covenant and the new. The Mosaic dispensation of the law
was giving way to the dispensation of the Holy Spirit. The specific experience
of the disciples can never be duplicated fully. Their experience must ever be
considered unique. Although Christ’s disciples were doubtlessly Christians
in some sense during this period according to their inferior dispensation, it is
impossible to look at their experience in those days as a pattern, far less a
norm, for the experience of regeneration today. All early Methodist leaders
uniformly agreed that Christ’s Spirit baptism made available at Pentecost is
conditionally necessary for making one a truly regenerated believer and member
of His spiritual Church. They understood that such a baptism alone had the
power to spiritually raise dead souls to life in Christ.
To those who would “contend that the experience (before and after
Pentecost) of the original disciples (Acts 2:4) provide a model or pattern
today,” Dr. Robert Lyon assures us that “Two observations make this
impossible: (1) the model is not followed elsewhere in Acts or the early
Church; (2) it fails to consider the heilsgeschichtlich significance of Pentecost as
the once-for-all inaugurative event which establishes the Church.”65
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II. Generally Accepted Views of the American Holiness Movement
Concerning Water and Spirit Baptism
In the Nineteenth century, a number of individuals began to appear whose
strength of leadership and influence ultimately brought significant changes
in Methodist theology, on the issue of baptism. Three representative examples
of such leadership and influence in what became known as the American
Holiness Movement are shared to illustrate this transition, along with two
representative denominations.
A. J. A. Wood (1828-1905)
Like most writers in the 19th century American Holiness Movement, J. A.
Wood assumes that the disciples were Christians in the fully regenerated
sense prior to Pentecost and that Spirit baptism is confined to a work of God
subsequent to regeneration.66 Although he looked upon regeneration as an
“impartation of spiritual life to the soul,” which he assures is wrought
“instantaneously by the Holy Spirit,” producing “a change from death to life,
from the dominion of sin to the reign of grace,”67 he failed to see the baptism
of the Holy Spirit as the necessary and divine component by which this great
change is made possible. Herein he departs from the teachings of early
Methodist leaders.
Furthermore, water baptism is not found in his writings to be a significant
issue nor is regeneration always mentioned in ways that reflect its lofty
importance in early Methodism. In the first 73 pages of his book, Perfect Love,
Wood uses the deprecating terms of “mere regeneration” and “merely
regenerated” no less than ten times.68 Kenneth Collins responds with
indignation to such language, stating, “there is nothing ‘mere’ about
regeneration, nothing ‘mere’ about being a child of God.”69 From the
perspective of early Methodism, this manner of expression has the subtle
effect of minimizing the gracious and powerful work of regeneration in
order that the experience of entire sanctification might appear more exalted.
This text became standard curriculum in subsequent Holiness Bible Colleges
and is regarded as an “holiness classic.”70
B. William B. Godbey (1833-1920)
In contrast to early Methodism, William Godbey labors to wrest Acts 2:38
away from those who would infer that Peter’s instructions given to the
penitents on the day of Pentecost included water baptism as a condition for
their salvation. “‘For remission,’” according to him, “does not necessarily
mean ‘in order to remission.’” He sees “remission of sins” received “as a
result of repentance and confirmed by water baptism and the gift of the Holy
Ghost, the glorious hyperbole of the gospel dispensation.” He further states,
“the Holy Ghost confers gifts on the sinner, i.e., conviction, repentance,
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regeneration, justification and adoption to bring him into the kingdom.
Then when you are truly converted,” says he, “it is your glorious privilege to
receive from the Father and the Son the ‘gift of the Holy Ghost,’ i.e., the Holy
Ghost Himself as an indwelling Sanctifier and Comforter... After you have
received the ‘gift of the Holy Ghost,’” you have “thus been sanctified wholly.”71
Here Godbey is so fearful of what might be understood to be Peter’s
sanctioning baptismal regeneration that he works to assure his audience that
water baptism is only a testimony or confirmation of the “remission of
sins.” He is careful likewise to assign all references to the “gift of the Holy
Ghost” to entire sanctification.72
Regarding Acts 4:31, where some who had been filled with the Spirit on
the day of Pentecost were again “filled with the Spirit” Godbey comments
“This second Pentecost gloriously sanctifies the converts of the first...”73
Godbey, like other adherents of the American Holiness Movement cannot
suppose that Spirit baptism or Spirit filling can possibly take place other than
in the work of entire sanctification.
C. Commissioner Samuel Logan Brengle (1860-1936)
In keeping with the Salvation Army’s theological stance against recognition
of the sacraments, Samuel Logan Brengle’s mention of water baptism is
obviously missing. He describes “The first blessing in Jesus Christ” as
“salvation, with its negative side of remission of sins and forgiveness, and
its positive side of renewal or regeneration—the new birth—one experience.”74
He then states, “the second blessing is entire sanctification, with its negative
side of cleansing, and its positive side of filling with the Holy Ghost—one
whole, rounded, glorious, epochal experience.”75
With Brengle no mention is made of water baptism or the Holy Spirit’s part
in the great work of regeneration. The Third Person of the Trinity is primarily
cited as accomplishing the work of entire sanctification and Spirit filling.
In addition to Wood, Godbey and Brengle, numerous others could also
be mentioned as having significant influence upon the thinking and teachings
of the American Holiness Movement, including Phoebe Palmer, Charles
Finney, H. C. Morrison and Leslie D. Wilcox.76
We will share next the official statements of the Wesleyan Church and the
Church of the Nazarene with the belief that they represent quite well the
views of the Holiness Movement at large concerning the issue of water and
Spirit baptism.
D. Two Representative Denominations in the American Holiness
Tradition – The Wesleyan Church and The Church of the Nazarene
Denominational heirs to the American Holiness Movement continue to
articulate its unique understanding of water and Spirit baptism. There are
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two notable examples: The Wesleyan Church and The Church of the
Nazarene. From the 2008 Discipline of the Wesleyan Church we find the
following statement concerning regeneration:
We believe that regeneration, or the new birth, is that work of
the Holy Spirit whereby, when one truly repents and believes,
one’s moral nature is given a distinctively spiritual life with the
capacity for love and obedience. This new life is received by faith
in Jesus Christ, it enables the pardoned sinner to serve God
with the will and affections of the heart, and by it the regenerate
are delivered from the power of sin which reigns over all the
unregenerate.77
We notice that this statement describing regeneration makes no reference
to water or Spirit baptism. Only by turning to the statement on “Initial,
Progressive, and Entire Sanctification” do we find baptism mentioned:
Sanctification is initiated at the moment of justification and
regeneration. From that moment there is a gradual or
progressive sanctification as the believer walks with God and
daily grows in grace and in a more perfect obedience to God.
This prepares for the crises of entire sanctification which is
wrought instantaneously when believers present themselves
as living sacrifices, holy and acceptable to God, through faith in
Jesus Christ, being affected by the baptism with the Holy Spirit
who cleanses the heart from all inbred sin. The crisis of entire
sanctification perfects the believer in love and empowers that
person for effective service. It is followed by lifelong growth in
grace and the knowledge of our Lord and Savior, Jesus Christ.
The life of holiness continues through faith in the sanctifying
blood of Christ and evidences itself by loving obedience to
God’s revealed will.78
Here Spirit baptism is directly connected to entire sanctification.
In the current Manual of the Church of the Nazarene we read the following
statement concerning the inward work of regeneration:
We believe that regeneration, or the new birth, is that gracious
work of God whereby the moral nature of the repentant
believer is spiritually quickened and given a distinctively spiritual
life, capable of faith, love, and obedience.79
In this same Manual we read the following statement concerning entire
sanctification:
We believe that entire sanctification is that act of God, subsequent
to regeneration, by which believers are made free from original
sin, or depravity, and brought into a state of entire development
to God, and the holy obedience of love made perfect.
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It is wrought by the baptism with or infilling of the Holy
Spirit, and comprehends in one experience the cleansing of the
heart from sin and the abiding, indwelling presence of the
Holy Spirit, empowering the believer for life and service.80
In contrast to the views of early Methodists these formal statements of
The Wesleyan Church and the Church of the Nazarene make no reference to
baptism by water or the Holy Spirit when addressing the work of regeneration
and initial conversion. Although they do refer to the Holy Spirit’s presence
and His active part in regeneration, actual baptism with the Holy Spirit is
believed to take place only in the work of entire sanctification. Water baptism
as stated in the Articles of Faith within the Discipline of the Wesleyan Church
and Manual of the Church of the Nazarene is acknowledged as a sacrament
commanded by our Lord, the significance of which is a public testimony and
declaration of faith in Jesus as their Savior. Altogether lacking is a statement
declaring the relationship of water baptism to Spirit baptism. Herein they
differ from the theological position of early Methodists.81
III. Supporting Witnesses to Early Methodism’s Views of Baptism

There has been a significant departure by the American Holiness Movement
in its teachings of New Testament water and Spirit baptism from that of
early Methodism. Water baptism is generally looked upon with minor
significance, being at best an outward testimony to initial salvation. Spirit
baptism is presented as synonymous with entire sanctification, excluded from
initial conversion and limited to a second work of grace. By contrast early
Methodists considered regeneration or the new birth to be experienced through
the baptism of the Holy Spirit symbolized by water baptism. The latter was
not only considered a sacrament, sign, seal and pledge but a means of grace.
Both water and Spirit baptism were viewed as initiatory events in the order of
salvation followed by a “going on to perfection.”
By taking some sample statements from historical periods of the Christian
Church and Christian denominations with historical precedence, we hope to
see which of these views (the early Methodist view or that of the current
American Holiness Movement) have the greatest historical support.
A. Early Church

A quick survey of the early church fathers shows that they connected Spirit
baptism and water baptism as initiatory events in the Christian life. Irenaeus
(c. 135-202), in his written work entitled, “The Demonstration of the
Apostolic Preaching,” speaks of the apostles as “showing to mankind the
way of life, to turn them from idols and fornication and covetousness,
cleansing their souls and bodies by the baptism of water and of the Holy
Spirit.” 82 In this same written work Irenaeus assures his readers that “For
such is the state of those who have believed, since in them continually abides
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the Holy Spirit, who was given by Him in baptism…”83
Origen (185-254) in explaining John’s baptism in Luke 3:3 and Acts 19:34, teaches, “Regeneration did not take place with John [the Baptist]. However,
with Jesus, through His disciples, it does occur. What is called the bath of regeneration
takes place with renewal of the Spirit. For the Spirit now comes, as well.”84
Cyprian (fl. 248-58) makes clear that the Holy Spirit must be involved in
our baptism to be effectual. “For,” says he, “water alone is not able to cleanse
away sins, and to sanctify a man unless he has the Holy Spirit.”85 “Cyprian
argues that those who have been baptized by effusion (aspergi vel perfundi)
have received the gift of the Spirit no less than those baptized by immersion.
Appeal is made in justification to Ezekiel 35:25 and to other texts where
sprinkling is mentioned.”86 In his “Treatise on Re-Baptism” (c. 257) he states,
“Our salvation is founded in the baptism of the Spirit, which for the most
part is associated with the baptism of water.”87
In his “Catechetical Lectures,” Cyril of Jerusalem (c. 315-86)) connects
Spirit baptism with water baptism: “[H]e who plunges into the waters and is
baptized is encompassed on all sides by the waters, so were they also baptized
completely by the Holy Spirit. The water, however, flows round the outside
only, but the Spirit baptizes also the soul within and that completely…”88
Ambrose (c. 333-97) in treatment of Titus 3:5 asks the question: “Who is
the one who is born of the Spirit and is made Spirit?” He answers:
It is one who is renewed in the Spirit of his mind. It is one
who is regenerated by water and the Holy Spirit. We receive the
hope of eternal life through the laver of regeneration and
renewing of the Holy Spirit. And elsewhere the apostle Peter
says: “You shall be baptized with the Holy Spirit.” For who is
he that is baptized with the Holy Spirit but he who is born
again through water and the Holy Spirit? Therefore the Lord
said of the Holy Spirit, “Truly, truly, I say to you, except a man
be born again by water and the Spirit, he cannot enter into the
kingdom of God.” And therefore he declared that we are born
of him into the kingdom of God by being born again by
water and the Spirit.89
Commenting on 1 Corinthians 6:11, Ambrosiaster (fl. c. 366-84) assures
his readers that it is “In baptism [that] the believer is washed clean from all
sins and is made righteous in the name of the Lord, and through the Spirit
of God he is adopted as God’s child.”90
Bede the Venerable (c. 673-735) calls attention to the relationship between
water and Spirit baptism in his comments on Acts 1:5:
When the Lord said, “John indeed baptized with water,” he
did not continue with “yet you shall baptize” but with “yet
you shall be baptized in the Holy Spirit,” because neither the
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apostles nor their followers, who still baptize in the church to
this day, had the power to baptize except as John did, that is,
with water. However, when the name of Christ is invoked, the
interior power of the Holy Spirit is present, which, with the
human administration of water, simultaneously purifies the
souls and the bodies of those being baptized. This did not
happen in the baptism of John—”for the Spirit had not yet
been given, since Jesus had not yet been glorified.”91
Later in comments on 1Peter 2:16a he makes the point that “We are truly free if
we have been cleansed of our sins through baptism and if we have been redeemed
from slavery to the devil, because we have been made children of God.”92
In closing this study of the intimate relationship that exists between
water and Spirit baptism in the church fathers, Cyprian’s personal testimony
of baptism represents well the fathers understanding and experience. In a
letter written to his friend Donatus, Cyprian writes of “his hesitation to
receive the sacrament of Baptism, since he felt as a worldly 35-year-old lawyer
that there was no way his habit patterns, his love of comfort and pleasure,
power and money could be changed.” 93 He then describes the moment of
his own baptism as follows:
But at last I made up my mind to ask for Baptism. I went
down into those life-giving waters, and all the stains of my
past were washed away. I committed my life to the Lord; he
cleansed my heart and filled me with his Holy Spirit. I was born
again, a new man. Then, in a most marvelous way, all my
doubts cleared up. I could now see what had been hidden
from me before. I found I could do things that had previously
been impossible.
I saw that as long as I had been living according to my lower
nature I was at the mercy of sin and my course was set for
death; but that by living according to my new birth in the Holy
Spirit I had already begun to share God’s eternal life.94
In this personal testimony, Cyprian claims several significant experiences,
including the “new birth in the Holy Spirit,” cleansing from sin, a total
consecration of life to the Lord and a being filled with the Holy Spirit. All of
this is said to have taken place concurrently with his being baptized by water—
a divinely ordered means of grace to which he submitted in faith and obedience
as a condition for experiencing the new birth. Cyprian’s testimony here would
be at home in early Methodism.
B. Reformation
The early church’s connection of water baptism with regeneration and
Spirit baptism continues in the Reformation. Martin Luther (1483-1546)
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takes a strong view of baptism’s role in the new birth. Jonathan D. Trigg
states that while preaching on John 3:6 in the year 1537, “Luther makes an
unequivocal identification of baptism and the new birth. Christians are ‘born
anew through baptism in which the Holy Spirit is active, making new persons
of them … [And] they must be born anew by water and the Holy Spirit…”95
John W. Riggs quotes from Luther’s prayer written for inclusion in his
1526 baptismal rite or ceremony. It reflects quite clearly his belief in baptism
of the Spirit as taking place simultaneously with water baptism and
culminating in a cleansing from sin:
Pour out your Holy Spirit so that those who are here baptized
may be given new life. Wash away the sin of all those who are
cleansed by this water and bring them forth as inheritors of
your glorious kingdom.96
Ulrich (or Huldreich) Zwingli (1484-1531) was a noted Swiss reformer
who “draws the distinction between the inward baptism of the Spirit and the
outward rite with water.” Although he acknowledges that they both take
place with initial conversion, he also asserts, “None save God can give [the
inward baptism of the Spirit]. And nobody can be saved without it.”97
In his catechism, Martin Bucer (1491-1551) asserted the validity of the
sacrament and baptism. One question in that catechism reads as follows:
“How can the water and outer word, with which baptism is administered,
renew with the Holy Spirit, incorporate into Christ, clothe with Christ, and
make participation in his death?” To this the child answered:
Our Lord Jesus, our high priest and Savior, acts and
accomplishes everything through his Holy Spirit. He uses for
this work the service of the ministry of the church, in outer
words and signs. Thus they are called sacraments and mysteria,
holy secrets: while one thing happens inwardly through the
power of Christ, another thing appears and happens outwardly
in the ministry of the church. The exterior sign of baptism,
administered by the pastor, indicated the interior gracious activity
accomplished by God through the Spirit. The faith of the one
being baptized was needed for the sacrament to have efficacy…”98
John Calvin (1509-1664) in the year 1559 “added an assertion that made
clear ... he wanted to avoid the error that would enclose the ‘cause of
justification and power of the Holy Spirit’ within the elements: ‘We must
note,’ says he, ‘that what the minister represents and attests by outward
action God accomplishes within, lest what God claims for himself alone
should be turned over to the human person.’”99
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C. Roman Catholic, Eastern Orthodox and Anglican
This historical connection between water baptism and Spirit baptism is
also found in those denominations with ties to historic Christianity, such as
Roman Catholicism, Eastern Orthodoxy, and Anglicanism. The following
representative theologians, though living in more recent times, represent the
views of their respective denominations and are consistent with their historical
teaching. First, representing the view of Roman Catholicism, Fr. Francis Martin
teaches, “There are … various descriptions of baptism in the Spirit provided
by Episcopal conferences… The statement of Irish Bishops affirms that,
‘The outpouring of the Holy Spirit is a conversion gift through which one
receives a new and significant commitment to the leadership of Jesus, an
openness to the power and gifts of the Holy Spirit.’” According to Fr. Martin,
“Baptism in the Holy Spirit is the activation in our lives of the Holy Spirit
given to us in Baptism and Confirmation … Baptism in the Holy Spirit
releases the Holy Spirit to act freely in our lives by making us like Jesus.”100
He clarifies further that Spirit baptism is tied to baptism. He states,
“Sacramental Baptism is recognized by virtually all Christians—Catholic,
Orthodox, and mainline Protestant churches—as the principal sacrament of
initiation and the foundation of the Christian life … Baptism in the Spirit …
helps one live out the call to holiness received in Baptism…”101
Second, according to Orthodox tradition, the two-part ritual of baptism
and Chrismation, or an anointing of the convert with oil, comprises initial
entrance into the mystical Church and body of Christ. According to
Protopresbyter Michael Pomazansky, Chrismation is usually performed
“immediately after ... Baptism, comprising together with it a single Church
rite.” During the administering of this rite the Bishop or priest pronounces
the words: “The seal of the gift of the Holy Spirit.”102
Another Orthodox theologian, Alexander Schmemann in reflection upon
Paul’s words in Galatians 3:27 “As many of you as have been baptized into Christ
have put on Christ,” asks, “what does it mean ‘to put on Christ’ if not that in
Baptism we receive His life as our life…”103
Thus the rite of the white garment is not merely a reminder of
and a call to a pure and righteous life, for if it were only that, it
would indeed add nothing to Baptism: it is self-evident that
we are baptized in order to lead a Christian life, which, in turn,
must be as ‘pure’ and ‘righteous’ as possible. What it reveals
and therefore communicates is the radical newness of that
purity and righteousness, of that new spiritual life for which
the neophyte was regenerated in the baptismal immersion and
which will now be bestowed upon him through the ‘seal of
the gift of the Holy Spirit.104
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“[W]here is this true spirituality, this total vision of man, of his nature
and his vocation, better revealed than in the Sacrament whose purpose is
precisely to restore in man his true nature, to bestow upon him the new life
by regenerating him ‘by Water and the Spirit?’”105
To Schmemann, “The liturgical evidence is clear. On the one hand,
Chrismation is not only an organic part of the baptismal mystery: it is
performed as the fulfillment of Baptism, just as the next act of that mystery—
participation in the Eucharist—is the fulfillment of Chrismation.”106
Schmemann then provides a partial view of the Orthodox ritual of
Christian initiation that included water baptism and Chrismation.
And when he has put his garment on him the Priest prays thus: Blessed
art Thou, O Lord Almighty … who hast given unto us,
unworthy though we be, blessed purification through hallowed
water, and divine sanctification through life-giving Chrismation;
who now, also, hast been graciously pleased to regenerate thy
servant that has newly received Illumination by water and the
Spirit, and grantest unto him remission of sins, whether
voluntary or involuntary. Do thou, the same Master,
compassionate King of kings, grant also unto him the seal of the
gift of thy Holy and Almighty and Adorable Spirit, and participation
in the Holy Body and the precious Blood of thy Christ…107
There is “no discontinuity,” writes Schmemann, “between the baptismal
immersion, the rite of the white garment, and the anointment with the Holy
Chrism. One receives the white garment because one is baptized and in order to be
anointed.” This anointing symbolizes “the seal of the gift of the Holy Spirit.”108
“[I]t is precisely because of the newness and the radical uniqueness of this
sacrament that it bestows on man not any particular gift or gifts of the Holy
Spirit, but the Holy Spirit Himself as gift…”109
Third, in Anglicanism the following statement of the Anglican Bishops
addresses well some of the current misunderstandings found within today’s
American Holiness Movement concerning initial conversion and the conscious
reception of the Holy Spirit.
In recent years there had been … a fresh enrichment in many
Christians’ spirit-given experience of Christ, and in many cases
they have called it “baptism in the Holy Spirit.” Some of these
people have seen their experience as similar to that of the
disciples on the day of Pentecost, and other comparable events
in Acts. Despite the observable parallels, however, there are
problems attaching to the use of this term to describe an
experience separated, often by a long period of time, from the
person’s initial conversion to Christ.
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In the first place, this usage suggests that what is sub-normal
in the New Testament should be regarded as normal today:
namely, that a long interval should elapse between new birth
and any conscious realization or reception of the Spirit’s powers.
In the second place, the New Testament use of the words
“baptize” and especially “baptize into” stresses their initiatory
content and context, and therefore refers to Christian initiation,
rather than to a later enrichment of Christian experience.110
According to Fr. Martin, “The document is referring to the fact that, for
the New Testament, there is not a gap between sacramental baptism and the
experience of and intimacy with Jesus, Savior and Lord.”111 This statement
by Anglican Bishops is an attempt to correct the views of some who currently
look for the baptism of the Spirit at some distant time beyond the moment
of initial conversion as well as focusing attention on the historic Christian
understanding of the Anglican Church.
D. United Methodist
Finally, there has been an attempt by an historic Methodist body to recover
the baptism theology of John Wesley and early Methodism. An official
position on the subject has been adopted by The General Conference of the
United Methodist Church entitled, “By Water and the Spirit: A United
Methodist Understanding of Baptism.” Four brief statements from this official
document once again appropriate the scriptural views of baptism formerly
taught by early Methodism and the Christian church from its earliest history:
(1) “... baptism is by water and the Spirit” (John 3:5, Acts 2:38).
(2) “God bestows upon baptized persons the presence of the
Holy Spirit, marks them with an identifying seal as God’s own,
and implants in their hearts the first installment of their inheritance
as sons and daughters of God” (2 Corinthians 1:21-22).
(3) “Since the Apostolic Age, baptism by water and baptism of
the Holy Spirit have been connected” (Acts 19:1-7).
(4) “The use of water in baptism also symbolizes cleansing from
sin, death to the old life, and rising to begin new life in Christ.”112
Conclusion
Early Methodist views of water and Spirit baptism are supported by
historical evidence that reaches back to the earliest history of the Christian
Church. Water baptism historically considered is an outward and visible sign
of Spirit baptism. The two were connected and considered to be initiatory
events in the conversion of believers.
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In contrast to the views of early Methodism and historic Christianity the
American Holiness Movement gives minimal importance to water baptism,
considering it to be little more than an outward testimony to the attaining of
justification or forgiveness of sins. Furthermore, their relegation of Spirit
baptism to entire sanctification, separating it from regeneration, is a departure
from early Methodism and the Church expressed through the ages.
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Understanding Christian Perfection and its Struggle with
Antinomianism

Every so often, a professor at Asbury Theological Seminary will notice a current
student with exceptional promise. The Asbury Journal wants to help highlight the work
of rising academics by publishing works from such students. This paper is an example
of such a work, brought to the attention of the editor by Dr. Larry Wood.
Abstract
Much of the confusion regarding John Wesley’s phrase, Christian perfection,
comes from the western tendency to define “perfection” as a state of infallibility
(from the Latin perfectio) rather than a process of spiritual maturing based
upon the Greek word for perfection, teleios (Matthew 5:48).
Misunderstandings are further perpetuated when the moral law of God is
conflated with the ceremonial and civil laws of the Old Testament. This error
has led to a revival of antinomianism, justification without sanctification, which
was the very issue that John Wesley and John Fletcher strove against in their
own day.
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Jesus said: “Be perfect, therefore, as your heavenly Father is perfect”
(Matthew 5:48, NIV). Christian perfection is one of the most distinctive
doctrines of John Wesley, and yet it remains often misunderstood, even
amongst members of the United Methodist Church.
Much of the confusion begins with the use of the word “perfect”. Among
English-speaking peoples, the word “perfection” comes from the Latin word
perfectio, meaning “perfection of the gods”. This understanding of the word
is dominant in the west because of the great historical influence of Latin on
its lexicon. As expected from a Latin-educated Roman Catholic priest, for
example, this is how Martin Luther had interpreted the meaning of the word
(Watson 1963:301). It implies perfection in all regards, including every
thought, word, and deed. Understandably, this form of perfection is
impossible for human beings, but this was not what John Wesley meant by
Christian perfection.
Wesley, who was well-read when it came to the Ante-Nicene Fathers, took
the meaning of “perfection” from the Greek words teleios and teleiosis,
meaning “whole, complete, mature, grown-up, perfect” (Manskar 2003:6).
The root of these words is telos, meaning “goal” or “end”. Therefore, within
the context of Christian perfection, the Greek meaning of the word suggests
a process or a spiritual journey which takes the person through the necessary
stages to reach the end-goal of Christian character: Christlikeness. In fact,
much of the confusion amongst Western Christians regarding Christian
perfection stems from the western tendency to interpret “perfection” as a
state, whereas the Eastern Church understood “perfection” to be a process
(Merritt 1987:93). This was the understanding that Wesley adopted and sought
to propagate.
Dr. Albert C. Outler essentially agreed with Werner Jaeger, a prominent
Hellenist scholar, that Wesley had been influenced by writings attributed to
Gregory of Nyssa, especially regarding Christian perfection. Outler states,
“Wesley’s doctrine of Christian perfection is an amalgam of many sources,
but its fountainhead (outside the New Testament, of course) is Gregory of
Nyssa” (Merritt 1987:94). He goes on to further explain that Wesley thus
absorbed ancient Byzantine spiritual traditions, including the concept of
“devotion” as the way of the Christian life, and “perfection” as its goal.
Like Gregory of Nyssa, Wesley understood Christian perfection to be
dynamic process which required active holiness. Gregory defined perfection
as “life lived in accordance with virtue”, entailing love of God and love of
neighbor (Merritt 1987:98, 100). In his De Professione Christiana, Gregory
explained that a Christian is one who “participates” with Christ, and in this
way imitates the divine nature. This is only possible because Christ restores
believers to the original condition of their human nature, the imago dei. So
while Christians cannot be like God in their “being”, they can be like God in
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their actions. Gregory explained that this is made possible through the believer’s
“relationship with the immanence of the transcendent Father” (Merritt
1987:99).
Wesley agreed with Gregory, although he understood and explained this
regenerating relationship as the action of the Holy Spirit tabernacling within
the restored believer (Wesley, “On Sin in Believers”, II.4):
The state of a justified person is inexpressibly great and
glorious. He is born again, ‘not of blood, nor of the flesh, nor
of the will of man, but of God.’ […] His very body is a
‘temple of the Holy Ghost,’ and an ‘habitation of God through
the Spirit.’ He is ‘created anew in Christ Jesus….’
Gregory of Nyssa proceeded to explain that Christian perfection should
be expressed ethically, showing “through our life that we ourselves are what
the power of this great name [Christ] requires us to be” (Merritt 1987:100). A
life lived according to the ethics of God was the proper expression of gratitude
for “the greatness of this gift” given to the Christian by Christ. Still, Gregory
recognized that this was only possible in partnership with Christ in a
relationship of grace. He pointed out that we share the name of Christ
[Christian] “through His life” rather than share His life through participation
in His name (Merritt 1987:101). In other words, we are recognized as Christians
by how we live through the power of God’s grace, not by what we are called.
Gregory makes it plain that Christian perfection requires abandonment of
sin and evil (Merritt 1987:101):
Perfection in the Christian life in my judgment (is) the
participation of one’s soul and speech and activities in all of
the names by which Christ is signified, so that the perfect
holiness, according to the eulogy of Paul, is taken upon oneself
in ‘the whole body and soul and spirit,’ continuously
safeguarded against being mixed with evil.
In many ways, Wesley subscribed to the theological understandings of
Gregory of Nyssa. They both believed that perfection was a dynamic process,
not a state. They also agreed that perfection required a synergistic relationship
between God the Holy Spirit and the will of the believer. And until his
Aldersgate experience in 1738, John Wesley, like Gregory of Nyssa, tended to
make holiness a means of preparation for justification (Merritt 1987:95, 108-109).
However, the influence of the Moravian Brethren changed Wesley’s
understanding of faith into “a personal embracing of the provisions of
Christ for justification” rather than simple mental assent to the creedal
understanding of redemption (Merritt 1987:96). As a consequence of Wesley’s
Aldersgate experience, Outler states that “justification always stands first,
without any antecedent ‘holiness’ or merit of any kind as a necessary
precondition to human salvation” (Merritt 1987:95).
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Outler further elaborates (Merritt 1987:97, emphasis in original):
The unique mixture of the theological notions thus far
accumulated was now to be smelted and forged into an integral
and dynamic theology in which Eastern notions of synthesis
(dynamic interaction between God’s will and man’s) were fused
with the classical Protestant sola fide and sola scriptura, and with
the Moravian stress upon “inner feeling”.
After his Aldersgate experience, Wesley departed from Gregory, realizing
that works do not make persons worthy to receive the grace of God (Merritt
1987:108). Rather, Wesley began to recognize that it is prevenient grace, or the
grace that precedes our justification, which prompts the faith relationship
between God and the sinner. This holy relationship filled with God’s agape
love then enables Christian perfection through the justifying, sanctifying grace
of God.
To better understand the purpose of Christian perfection, one must first
remember the scriptural account of humanity’s state. Although humanity
was created in the image of God, since the Fall, God’s image within human
beings has been marred. Whereas humanity originally had the attributes of
God, purity, love, justice, mercy and truth, now the fallenness of human
nature fails to reflect the holiness of God’s character. The “moral” image of
God in humanity was lost (Benefiel 2006:127).
Yet, ever since the Fall, God has been on a mission to redeem fallen
humanity: the Missio Dei. This was the purpose of the incarnation and death
of Jesus Christ: atonement for human sin and restoration of humanity. “By
the power of transforming and sustaining grace, the people of God are
restored in the image of God with the result that the holiness of God
becomes characteristic of the people of God” (Benefiel 2006:125).
Wesley believed that Christian life could begin once persons yielded to
God’s prevenient grace, which taught them the truth about their sinful nature
and produced the desire for repentance (Watson 1963:292). Forgiveness of
their sins and reconciliation with God were made possible through the blood
of Jesus Christ sacrificed upon their behalf (Benefiel 2006:127).
The person that truly believes that their sins were atoned for by Jesus’
death on the cross becomes both justified by their faith and regenerated in their
nature. Justification means pardon from sin and adoption into the family of
God: “He is a child of God, a member of Christ, an heir of the kingdom of
heaven” (Wesley, “On Sin in Believers, II.4). Regeneration, or “new birth”, is
a renewal of our very being which changes us from our fallen nature and
restores us to the image of God, work which is accomplished by the power
of the Holy Spirit.
Wesley based his concept of regeneration upon 2 Corinthians 5:17 (ESV)
- “Therefore, if anyone is in Christ, he is a new creation.” In his sermon, “On
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Sin in Believers”, Wesley explained (II.1):
I use indifferently the words, regenerate, justified, or believers;
since, though they have not precisely the same meaning, (the
First implying an inward, actual change, the Second a relative
one, and the Third the means whereby both the one and the
other are wrought,) yet they come to one and the same thing;
as everyone that believes, is both justified and born of God.
While Wesley clearly distinguished “justification” from “the new birth”, he
also emphasized that they were never separated from one another; they belong
together and occur simultaneously (Watson 1963:292).
Yet Wesley, unlike the Calvinists and Quietists of his day, recognized that
this was not the fulfillment of the Christian life. The newly justified and
regenerate person needed to move on toward the previously described teleios/
teleiosis: Christian perfection. The babe in Christ needed to move through
childhood to adulthood, having the maturity of a son or daughter of God.
“Christian perfection is nothing more, or less, than growing up in love and
becoming a whole, complete human being made in the image of God as
revealed in Jesus Christ” (Maskar 2003:6). It is letting “the same mind be in
you that was in Christ Jesus” (Philippians 2:5, NRS). Wesley described this
growth in Christ-like holiness as sanctification.
This, too, is the work of the Holy Spirit and a gift of grace. The sanctifying
work of God is a gradual process, but its goal is to perfect God’s love within
us. Wesley concisely explained these two different workings of grace, justifying
and sanctifying, in his sermon, “On Working Out Our Own Salvation” (II.1):

• By Justification: we are saved from the guilt of sin, and restored to
the favour of God.

• By Sanctification: we are saved from the power of sin, and restored to
the image of God.
Wesley went on to describe salvation as the gradual sanctification of the
believer (“On Working Out Our Own Salvation”, II.1):
All experience, as well as Scripture, shows this salvation to be
both instantaneous and gradual. It begins the moment we are
justified, in the holy, humble, gentle, patient love of God and
man. It gradually increases from that moment, as ‘a grain of
mustard-seed, which, at first, is the least of all seeds,’ but
afterwards puts forth large branches, and becomes a great tree;
till, in another instant, the heart is cleansed, from all sin, and
filled with pure love to God and man. But even that love
increases more and more, till we ‘grow up in all things into him
that is our Head;’ till we attain ‘the measure of the stature of
the fullness of Christ.’
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It is important to emphasize that this is not accomplished by the vigorous
efforts of the believer. Instead, it is the synergistic relationship developed
between God and the believer when he or she yields their own will to the will
of God. It is the transforming grace of God that is fully capable of remaking
us into the moral image of God. When God breathes the Holy Spirit into
our lives, he breathes into us the very life of God. In this way, God not only
declares the believer to be holy, but enables the believer to be holy. This work
of God not only imputes holiness, but imparts holiness (Benefiel 2006:128).
Wesley explained that the Christian is able to grow in perfection not only
because of Christ’s imputed righteousness, but brings forth the fruit of
righteousness (good works) because of Christ’s imparted righteousness (Oden
1994:207-208):
That Christ’s righteousness is imputed means that ‘all believers
are forgiven and accepted, not for the sake of anything in them,
or of anything that ever was, that is, or ever can be done by
them, or ever can be done by them, but wholly and solely for
the sake of what Christ hath done and suffered for them.’
I believe that God implants righteousness in everyone to whom
He has imputed it. Implanting [imparting] is a lively
horticultural metaphor, as distinguished from a declarative,
juridical metaphor. It requires daily nurturing, not a simple
bang of a gavel. It is the fruit of our acceptance with God, not
the ground of it.
In this manner, Wesley could truly state that salvation is based upon grace
through faith, not works. Yet, he also recognized that God’s purpose was to
recreate the believer in the image of Christ, and this required human
responsiveness to God’s ongoing grace. It was insufficient to give intellectual
assent to orthodox teachings on salvation; following Christ meant personally
embracing the provisions of Christ (Merritt 1987:96).
This meant addressing the issue of sin, both outward and inward. Wesley
adamantly affirmed that persons who are justified by Christ, focused upon
the will of God, and resting upon the guidance of the Spirit would have the
ability to avoid outward sin. This would include the moral law of the Old
Testament as well as those commandments Jesus discussed in the New
Testament. He addressed this in his sermon, “On Sin in Believers” (II.3,
emphasis in original):
The question is not concerning outward sin; whether a child of
God commits sin or no. We all agree and earnestly maintain, ‘He
that committeth sin is of the devil.’ We agree, ‘Whosoever is
born of God doth not commit sin.’
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The reason for his firmness on this matter is because God’s grace is sufficient
for us, and his power is made perfect in weakness (2 Corinthians 12:9). God’s
grace would also be sufficient to help the believer overcome the power of
inward sin, which Wesley described as “any sinful temper, passion, or affection;
such as pride, self-will, love of the world, in any kind or degree; such as lust,
anger, peevishness; any disposition contrary to the mind which was in Christ”
(“On Sin in Believers,” II.2). He further summarized this power to overcome
sin as follows (II.4, emphasis added):
[The justified person] …is ‘created anew in Christ Jesus:’ He is
washed, he is sanctified. His heart is purified by faith; he is
cleansed ‘from the corruption that is in the world;’ ‘the love of
God is shed abroad in his heart by the Holy Ghost which is
given unto him.’ And so long as he ‘walketh in love,’ (which he
may always do,) he worships God in spirit and in truth. He
keepeth the commandments of God, and doeth those things that are
pleasing in his sight; so exercising himself as to ‘have a conscience void
of offence, toward God and toward man:’ And he has power both over
outward and inward sin, even from the moment he is justified.
It is understandable that Wesley would say of the person who has been
renewed in the image of God that they would desire to do the will of God
“on earth as it is in heaven” (Benefiel 2006:129). Therefore, the Christian
moving towards perfection desires to adopt God’s morality for themselves.
Yet this obedience is not caused by any coercion or external command, but
rather it is a natural expression of who they are in Christ. The commandments
to love God and love others as themselves are written upon their very hearts
(Benefiel 2006:130-131). These Christians recognize God’s love in their lives
and return it to him in obedience and joy (Wesley, “The Character of a
Methodist”, 9):
And while he [the Methodist] thus always exercises his love to
God, by praying without ceasing, rejoicing evermore, and in
everything giving thanks, this commandment is written in his
heart, ‘That he who loveth God, love his brother also.’ And he
accordingly, ‘loves his neighbor as himself ’; he loves every man
as his own soul. His heart is full of love to all mankind…
Unlike some religious leaders of his day, Wesley recognized that the law
and the gospel were in agreement with one another. Whereas the moral law
of the Old Testament identified outward sin, the Gospel articulated by Jesus in
the New Testament went further and exposed inward sin. This is particularly
notable in Jesus’ Sermon on the Mount.
Jesus took the Old Testament moral law which addressed outward sin, and
rather than rescinding it, he added to it the element of love, addressing inward
sin. While the Decalogue commanded, “Thou shalt not murder”, Jesus went
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further and said that to call one’s brother a fool is equally condemned. And
where the Old Testament moral law forbade adultery, Jesus told his listeners
that to even look upon a woman with lust is just as sinful. What principle did
Jesus add to God’s moral law? The law of love. If you’re insulting your
brother, you aren’t loving him. If you’re lusting after a woman, you are seeing
her as an object of self-gratification, not a person made in the image of God.
So, rather than abolishing the moral law of God, Jesus made it complete by
adding the principle of love (Dillman 1977:64).
Wesley recognized that while Jesus did come to abolish the ceremonial law
of the Old Testament, the moral law would not only remain intact, but be
perfected by obedience through love (Wesley, “Upon Our Lord’s Sermon on
the Mount, 5", I.2, emphasis added):
But the moral law, contained in the Ten Commandments, and enforced
by the prophets, He did not take away. It was not the design of His
coming to revoke any part of this. This is a law which never can
be broken, which stands fast as the faithful witness in heaven.
The moral stands on an entirely different foundation from the
ceremonial or ritual law, which was only designed for a temporary
restraint upon a disobedient and stiff-necked people; whereas
this was from the beginning of the world, being “written not
on tables of stone,” but on the hearts of all the children of
men, when they came out of the hands of the Creator. And,
however the letters once wrote by the finger of God are now in a great
measure defaced by sin, yet can they not wholly be blotted out, while we
have any consciousness of good and evil. Every part of this law must
remain in force, upon all mankind, and in all ages; as not depending
either on time or place, or any other circumstances liable to change, but
on the nature of God and the nature of man, and their unchangeable
relation to each other.
Understanding that the moral law of the Old Testament reveals God’s
ethics, which are timeless and can never be broken while believers are conscious
of good and evil. Wesley took steps to ensure that “no one commandment
contained in the moral law, nor the least part of any one, however
inconsiderable it might seem, should ever be disannulled” in the newly formed
Methodist Episcopal Church in America (Wesley, “Upon Our Lord’s Sermon
on the Mount, 5", II.1). He accomplished this by including “Article VI – Of
the Old Testament” in the 1784 Articles of Religion of the Methodist Church
(Alexander 2012:104, emphasis added), which states:
The Old Testament is not contrary to the New; for both in the
Old and New Testament everlasting life is offered to mankind
by Christ, who is the only Mediator between God and man,
being both God and Man. Wherefore they are not to be heard
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who feign that the old fathers did look only for transitory
promises. Although the law given from God by Moses as touching
ceremonies and rites doth not bind Christians, nor ought the civil precepts
thereof of necessity be received in any commonwealth; yet
notwithstanding, no Christian whatsoever is free from the obedience of
the commandments which are called moral.
In other words, Methodist Christians are not bound by the ceremonial or
civil laws of the Old Testament, like the laws for ritual cleanliness, or civil
penalties like stoning for adultery, respectively, but they are bound by the
moral law revealed therein. This is a very important distinction to make,
because it is often when these three types of law, ceremonial, civil, and moral, are
conflated together that confusion arises.
For example, even though Wesley clearly stated that “no one commandment
contained in the moral law, nor the least part of any one, however
inconsiderable it might seem, should ever be disannulled” (Wesley, “Upon
Our Lord’s Sermon on the Mount, 5", II.1), scholars and dissenters will
often appeal to scriptures annulling either the ceremonial law (circumcision,
and/or cleanliness laws) or the civil law (punishments such as stoning for
law-breaking) to declare the unreasonableness of Wesley’s stance on sustaining
the moral law.
A case in point is Charles Dillman’s article discussing “Wesley’s Approach
to the Law in Discourse XXV, on the Sermon on the Mount” already cited
above. Even though he suggests in his conclusion that his purpose is not “to
contradict the position of John Wesley on the place of the law in Christian
doctrine”, that is precisely what he attempts to do. While Wesley makes it
quite clear in his Sermon on the Mount Discourse XXV (cited above) that he
is referring to the moral law, Dillman tries to defeat his argument using Paul’s
rejection of imposing ceremonial law on believers in the letter to the Galatians
(Dillman 1977:63).
In his letter, Paul was arguing against the Judaizers whom were Jewish
Christians trying to require Gentiles to become Jewish first by imposing the
Old Testament rites upon them, such as circumcision, before they could
become followers of Christ. Consequently, when Paul argued against works
of the law prior to justification, he was referring to the ceremonial laws of the
Old Testament: something that Wesley would profoundly agree with. To
assert that Paul is arguing against adhering to the moral law, as Dillman suggests,
is absurd.
Furthermore, this issue was also addressed when Paul went to Jerusalem
to speak to the apostles and elders and decide under what conditions Gentles
should be admitted to the body of Christ. It was their conclusion that they
would not impose the ceremonial laws of the Jewish people upon Gentiles,
not wishing to burden those who were turning to God. Instead, it was the
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decision of the council that Gentile believers were to “abstain from food
polluted by idols, from sexual immorality, from the meat of strangled animals
and from blood” (Acts 15:19-20, 24-29, NIV).
All of these restraints are moral in nature. The first (eating food sacrificed
to idols) represents a violation of the first of the Ten Commandments, “I
am the LORD your God, who brought you out of Egypt, out of the land of
slavery. You shall have no other gods before me” (Exodus 20:2-3, NIV).
Idolatry is a moral issue. The morality involved in the second constraint
upon believers, to abstain from sexual immorality, is self-evident, even as it
has fallen out of fashion in recent years in the Western church. Even the third
constraint concerning the consumption of blood, whether still within a creature
or extracted from it, is a moral issue because blood represents the life of the
individual for both humans and animals (Genesis 9:4, Leviticus 17:11,14).
To drink the blood of another creature was forbidden because it was an act of
taking the other creature’s life and strength for oneself, whereas the proper
use of blood had solely been to atone for sin on the altar of God (Leviticus
17:11-12). Consequently, while it might superficially appear to be a ceremonial
law, it was actually based upon moral foundations. This is why Wesley clearly
documented in Article VI of the Articles of Religion that Methodists were
only bound to obey the moral law of the Old Testament, not the ceremonial
or civil law found therein.
Yet knowing that antinomianism, the belief that grace frees believers from
obedience to any law, is a threat to sound Christian doctrine in every generation,
the drafters of the Methodist Constitution in 1808 made sure that the religious
doctrines of the church could not be corrupted by future leaders or laity. This
was accomplished in “Division Two – Organization, Section III – Restrictive
Rules, Article I” (Alexander 2012:65) which states:
The General Conference shall not revoke, alter, or change our
Articles of Religion or establish any new standards or rules of
doctrine contrary to our present existing and established
standards of doctrine.
It was recognized that this constraint would likely be necessary because
John Wesley had had to deal with issues of antinomianism from both the
Quietists and the Calvinists of his day and its effects on Christian doctrine.
On the one hand, the Quietists lead by Philip Henry Molther believed that
if a person did not “feel” absolute assurance that they were a child of God,
“they did not have true religion and, therefore, should discontinue all the
means of grace and all works of piety and, instead, remain ‘still’ before the
Lord” until grace came to them (Heitzenrater 1995:106). In contrast, John
Wesley taught that God’s grace is unearned and yet persons were not to be
idle waiting to experience grace, but were to actively engage in the means of grace
whether they had feelings of assurance or not.
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The means of grace included:
• Works of Piety: Bible study, prayer, fasting, regular worship and
sacraments
• Works of Mercy: Visiting the sick and imprisoned, helping the poor
and hungry
To ignore these works was to ignore the very heart of Jesus’ teachings in the
Sermon on the Mount (Dillman 1977:62-63).
On the other hand, Wesley felt compelled to address the antinomianism of
the Calvinists as well. Calvinists such as George Whitefield were preaching
“the predestination of the Elect”: the doctrine that before they were born,
God has chosen a select group of people for eternal salvation and all others
for eternal damnation. The natural consequence of such a doctrine would be
the pointlessness of the moral law of God and the decline of holiness.
For example, the idea that God was glorified by the damnation of the
wicked quenched Jesus’ command to love and pray for one’s enemies. Wesley
explained this in his sermon, “Free Grace” (II.1, emphasis added):
This doctrine tend[s] to destroy several particular branches of
holiness. Such are meekness and love, — love, I mean, of our
enemies, — of the evil and unthankful. I say not, that none
who hold it have meekness and love (for as is the power of
God, so is his mercy;) but that it naturally tends to inspire, or
increase, a sharpness or eagerness of temper, which is quite
contrary to the meekness of Christ; as then especially appears,
when they are opposed on this head. And it as naturally inspires
contempt or coldness towards those whom we suppose outcast from God.
In other words, those that believe they are among the Elect are less likely to
love the enemies of God or sinful outcasts because this doctrine suggests
that they are predestined to be damned and therefore God must hate them as
well.
Furthermore, Wesley described how the doctrine of the Calvinists tended
to “destroy that holiness which is the end of all the ordinances of God”
(Wesley, “Free Grace”, II):
‘If I am ordained to life, I shall live; if to death, I shall live; so
I need not trouble myself about it.’ So directly does this doctrine
tend to shut the very gate of holiness in general, — to hinder
unholy men from ever approaching thereto, or striving to enter
in thereat.
The people listening to the “once saved, always saved” teachings of the
Calvinists would wonder, “Why make any effort at all? Either way, my fate is
already decided, so I may as well live as I choose. If I live a life of ease, it may
be because I am one of God’s blessed elect. Or if I am not, then there is
nothing I can do about it anyway, so I ought to get as much pleasure out of
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this life as possible while I can….” In either case, there is no longer any
motivation to try and follow the moral law revealed by either the Old Testament
prophets or Christ himself.
In a related way, Wesley had to contend with Luther’s sola fide (faith alone)
doctrine being taken to the extreme. In the sixteenth century when Luther
was understandably reacting against the “works righteousness” of the Roman
Catholic Church, Luther emphasized “faith” being the sole requirement for
salvation. Unfortunately, he did not perceive the theological distinctions of
Paul and James when they wrote their letters about salvation (Mattke 1968:41).
Paul’s writing to the Romans pertained to justification, which is merited by
faith alone in Jesus’ atoning death on the cross, which replaced the sacrificial
system of the Temple and the ceremonial laws that went with it. Consequently,
Paul’s letter was addressing how one could come into a righteous relationship
with God.
However, James’ letter was written to baptized Christians that already knew
they had become the adopted children of God, but were not living like His
holy family. To these James wrote about the “good works” that should be
the natural fruit of those that live in the Spirit. He understood that holy
living with regard to God and neighbor should be the inevitable outcome of
God’s sanctifying grace. Unfortunately, this distinction between the justifying
work and the sanctifying work of God’s grace was lost upon Luther, so that
his followers not only preached salvation by faith alone, but implied that
efforts at good works were in effect scorning the generous grace of God.
John Fletcher, a theologian who was a contemporary and friend to the
Wesleys, appraised the Antinomian problem by saying, “Once we were in
immediate danger of splitting upon ‘works without faith’: Now we are
threatened with destruction from ‘faith without works’” (Mattke 1968:44).
Fletcher famously addressed the Antinomian controversy in his “Checks
to Antinomianism”. He lamented (Wiseman 1953:114):
The evangelical law should appear to us ‘sweeter than the
honeycomb, and more precious than fine gold.’ We should
continually spread the tables of our hearts before our heavenly
Lawgiver, beseeching him to write it there with his own finger,
the powerful Spirit of life and love. But alas! God’s
commandments are disregarded; they are represented as the
needless or impracticable sanctions of that superannuated
legalist, Moses; and if we express our veneration for them, we
are looked upon as people who are always strangers to the
Gospel, or are fallen into the Galatian state.
Yet, in fact, Paul spoke out against those in the Galatian Church who used
the very freedom they gained by grace to avoid living with God in faith and
obedience (Marquardt 1998:101-102). While denying the need to obey the
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ceremonial laws, which included circumcision, he scolded those who denied
the power of the Spirit by still living in their sinful nature and embracing
moral laxity (Galatians 5:16-25, NIV, emphasis added):
So I say, walk by the Spirit, and you will not gratify the desires
of the flesh. 17 For the flesh desires what is contrary to the
Spirit, and the Spirit what is contrary to the flesh. They are in
conflict with each other, so that you are not to do whatever you
want. 18 But if you are led by the Spirit, you are not under the
[ceremonial] law.
16

The acts of the flesh are obvious: sexual immorality, impurity
and debauchery; 20 idolatry and witchcraft; hatred, discord,
jealousy, fits of rage, selfish ambition, dissensions, factions 21
and envy; drunkenness, orgies, and the like. I warn you, as I
did before, that those who live like this will not inherit the
kingdom of God.
19

But the fruit of the Spirit is love, joy, peace, forbearance,
kindness, goodness, faithfulness, 23 gentleness and self-control.
Against such things there is no law. 24 Those who belong to
Christ Jesus have crucified the flesh with its passions and desires.
25
Since we live by the Spirit, let us keep in step with the Spirit.
22

Here Paul is advocating the same kind of Christian perfection through the
power of the Spirit that John Wesley preached. Paul continued on by showing
that there is a place for good works amongst those who live by the Spirit
(Galatians 6:7-10, NIV):
Do not be deceived: God cannot be mocked. A man reaps
what he sows. 8 Whoever sows to please their flesh, from the
flesh will reap destruction; whoever sows to please the Spirit,
from the Spirit will reap eternal life. 9 Let us not become weary
in doing good, for at the proper time we will reap a harvest if
we do not give up. 10 Therefore, as we have opportunity, let us
do good to all people, especially to those who belong to the
family of believers.
7

John Fletcher understood that Paul’s letter to the Galatians was addressing
efforts to impose the Jewish ceremonial law upon the Gentiles as a prerequisite
to acceptance into that Christian community as has been discussed above
(Galatians 5:2-6, 6:12-15): “Neither circumcision nor uncircumcision means
anything; what counts is the new creation” (Galatians 6:15, NIV, emphasis
added). Fletcher therefore addressed objections based upon Galatians and
countered them by citing Paul’s letter to the Hebrews where the Apostle
declares “that under the new covenant, believers, far from being ‘without
God’s laws, have them written in their hearts; God himself placing them in
their minds’” (Wiseman 1953:115).
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Fletcher continued by asserting that the Lord Jesus Christ disagreed with
the Antinomians’ central premise in Matthew 22:36-40 (NIV) when he said:
“‘Love the Lord your God with all your heart and with all your soul and with
all your mind.’ This is the first and greatest commandment. And the second
is like it: ‘Love your neighbor as yourself.’ All the Law and the Prophets hang
on these two commandments.” Jesus revealed and affirmed that the whole
moral law of the Old Testament can be summarized by the two greatest
commandments of God: Love the Lord your God and your neighbor as
yourself. The unspoken question that follows is this: “Is it possible to love
God, yet hate His moral law?”
Fletcher continues in this vein by observing “what is it to love Jesus, but
to fulfill the whole law at once”, loving God and man, the Creator and the
creation (Wiseman 1953:116-117, emphasis in original):
Did the Son of God ‘magnify the law,’ that we might vilify it?
Did he ‘make it honourable,’ that we might make it
contemptible? Did he ‘come to fulfill it,’ that we might be
discharged from fulfilling it according to our capacity? That is,
discharged from loving God and our neighbor? Discharged
from the employment and joys of heaven? No: the ‘Word was
never made flesh’ for this dreadful end. […] Standing, therefore,
upon the rock of evangelical truth, we ask, with St. Paul, ‘Do
we then make void the law through faith? God forbid! Nay, we
establish the law.’ We point sinners to that Saviour in and from
whom they may continually have the law-fulfilling power; ‘that
the righteousness of the law may be fulfilled in us, who walk
not after the flesh but after the Spirit.’
It is all too tempting for Christians to accept the justifying grace of God,
but shun the sanctifying influence of His Holy Spirit. Even John Wesley
acknowledged his own temptation to “distort the message of the Bible to
suit my own goals or desires”. Christians are “to seek not just a part of but all
the mind of Christ. We are to strive to walk as he walked not just in some
respects but in all things” (Manskar 2003:8).
This was the very issue that Dietrich Bonhoeffer had to confront in the
Lutheran Church in the days of Nazi Germany: justification without “walking
with Christ”. Bonhoeffer lamented the prevalence of “cheap grace” - grace
without price, grace without cost (Bonhoeffer 1995:43-45, emphasis added):
The essence of grace, we suppose is that the account has been
paid in advance; and, because it has been paid, everything can
be had for nothing…. Instead of following Christ, let the
Christian enjoy the consolations [good feelings] of his grace!
That is what we mean by cheap grace, the grace which amounts to the
justification of sin without the justification of the repentant sinner
who departs from sin and from whom sin departs.
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In contrast, “costly grace” calls us to follow Jesus Christ (Bonhoeffer 1995:45,
emphasis in original and added):
It is costly because it costs a man his life, and it is grace because
it gives a man the only true life. It is costly because it condemns sin,
and grace because it justifies the sinner. Above all, it is costly because
it cost God the life of his Son: ‘ye were bought at a price,’ and
what has cost God much cannot be cheap for us. Above all, it
is grace because God did not reckon his Son too dear a price to
pay for our life, but delivered him up for us.
Costly grace requires the believer to submit to the sanctifying
influence of the Holy Spirit, shunning sin instead of
sanctioning it. Cheap grace is that grace which we bestow on
ourselves (Bonhoeffer 1995:44).
John Fletcher recognized this “self-anointed righteous” within the
antinomian doctrines of his own generation:
People, it seems, may now be ‘in Christ,’ without being ‘new
creatures,’ and ‘new creatures’ without casting ‘old things’ away.
They may be God’s children without God’s image; and ‘borne
of the Spirit’ without the fruits of the Spirit. […] But alas!
This self adoption into the family of Christ will no more pass
in heaven than self imputation of Christ’s righteousness. The
work of the Spirit will stand there, and that alone. (Wiseman
1953:123-124)
Sadly, instead of lessening with the passage of time, antinomianism seems
to have become fiercer in the twenty-first century, even within the United
Methodist Church (UMC). For example, on July 18-21, 2012, delegates to the
Western Jurisdiction’s meeting of the United Methodist Church adopted a
“Statement of Gospel Obedience” which states that the denomination’s
stance that the practice of homosexuality “is incompatible with Christian
teaching”, is in error. The statement further urged United Methodists to
behave as though Paragraph 161F of the Book of Discipline (the law book of
the United Methodist Church) did not exist (Hahn 2012).
Now, while Fletcher would undoubtedly be shocked at the blatant
antinomianism displayed in this action, he would not have any question as to
its source (Wiseman 1953:122):
But whence springs this almost general Antinomianism of
our congregations? […] Is not the Antinomianism of hearers
fomented by that of preachers? Does it not become us to take
the greatest part of the blame upon ourselves, according to the
old adage, ‘Like priest, like people’?
Preferring “popularity to plain-dealing”, preachers and leaders of the church
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drift into antinomianism, and take their people with them (Wiseman
1953:122).
To make matters worse, UMC Bishop Robert Hoshibata of the OregonIdaho Conference stated that not only is the church’s position that the practice
of homosexuality is “incompatible with Christian teaching” wrong, but
Christians who think so are homophobic and demonstrate “their inability to
incorporate the value of ‘reason’ in their thinking” (Renfroe 2012). To add
insult to injury, UMC Bishop Minerva Carcano of the Desert Southwest
Annual Conference wrote: “Delegates from Africa once again proclaimed that
their anti-homosexual stand was what U.S. missionaries taught them. I sat
there wondering when our African delegates will grow up. It has been 200
years since U.S. Methodist missionaries began their work of evangelization
on the continent of Africa; long enough for African Methodists to do their
own thinking about this concern and others” (Renfroe 2012).
Fletcher recognized and called out these Antinomians by their own beliefs
(Wiseman 1953:118-119, emphasis in original):
They will have what they please of Christ, and that too as they
please. […] They admire him in one chapter, and know not
what to make of him in another. Some of his words they extol
to the sky, and others they seem to be ashamed of. If he asserts
his authority as lawgiver, they are ready to treat him with as
little ceremony as they do Moses. If he say, “Keep my
commandments: I am a king”; like the Jews of old, they rise
against the awful declaration….
Like the Lutherans of Bonhoeffer’s era, these bishops are proclaiming “cheap
grace”: justification without new creation. Believers cannot be restored to the
imago dei when they refuse to cast off their old idols. Instead, “they will have
nothing but the atonement”, justification without sanctification (Wiseman
1953:119). Fletcher described such antinomians as “self-conceited, unhumbled
men, rising against the truths and ministers of God; men who ‘are not meek
doers of the law,’ but insolent judges, preposterously trying that law by which
they shall soon be tried” (Wiseman 1953:121, emphasis in original). These
religious leaders rise against the revealed truths of God to judge the moral
law rather than allowing themselves to be judged by it. In doing so, they
make themselves the measure of all things.
John Wesley understood that “there are two contrary principles in believers,
— nature and grace, the flesh and the Spirit”, and that these competing
influences are addressed throughout all the Epistles of St. Paul. Yet, believers
“are continually exhorted to fight with and conquer these, by the power of
the faith which was in them” (Wesley, “On Sin in Believers”, III.3). This is
made possible by the power of the Holy Spirit, which Jesus promised, to
those who put their faith in him (John 14:15-26, NIV, emphasis added):
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“If you love me, keep my commands. 16 And I will ask the Father, and
he will give you another advocate to help you and be with you forever—
17
the Spirit of truth. The world cannot accept him, because it
neither sees him nor knows him. But you know him, for he
lives with you and will be in you. 18 I will not leave you as
orphans; I will come to you. 19 Before long, the world will not
see me anymore, but you will see me. Because I live, you also
will live. 20 On that day you will realize that I am in my Father, and
you are in me, and I am in you. 21 Whoever has my commands and keeps
them is the one who loves me. The one who loves me will be loved
by my Father, and I too will love them and show myself to
them.”
15

Then Judas (not Judas Iscariot) said, “But, Lord, why do
you intend to show yourself to us and not to the world?”
22

Jesus replied, “Anyone who loves me will obey my teaching. My
Father will love them, and we will come to them and make our home with
them. 24 Anyone who does not love me will not obey my teaching.
These words you hear are not my own; they belong to the Father who
sent me.
23

“All this I have spoken while still with you. 26 But the Advocate,
the Holy Spirit, whom the Father will send in my name, will teach you
all things and will remind you of everything I have said to you.”
25

These passages are important, because Jesus promises to send the Holy Spirit
that will help the believer keep the commandments of the Father and the
Son. The Trinitarian work of God enables the believer to become a new
creation in Christ, empowered through the in-dwelling Spirit to live as a holy
son or daughter of God. To deny that it is possible to live the holy life of
God’s children is to deny the Power of God, the Promises of God, and the
Presence of God in the believer’s life.
In the Sermon on the Mount, Jesus reiterates the commandments of the
Old Testament, but motivates them with love; love of both God and
neighbor. Mildred Bangs Wynkoop stated this beautifully in her book, A
Theology of Love (1972:13):
• LOVE takes the Harshness out of Holiness.
• LOVE takes the Incredibility out of Perfection.
• LOVE takes the Antinomianism out of Faith.
• LOVE takes the Moralism out of Obedience.
• LOVE puts the Ethical into Holiness.
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• LOVE puts Seriousness into Sin.
• LOVE puts Fellowship into Perfection.
Love of God and love of His will informs our proper love of neighbor. No
person’s understanding of love can be greater than that of the Son of God
who came to die for us, or the Father who sent him. The moral law of the
Bible reveals how believers are to love God and neighbor.
It is therefore appropriate that at the end of the Sermon on the Mount,
Jesus warns his followers that they will be known by their fruit (Matthew
7:15-20, NKJV):
Beware of false prophets, who come to you in sheep’s
clothing, but inwardly they are ravenous wolves. 16 You will
know them by their fruits. Do men gather grapes from
thornbushes or figs from thistles? 17 Even so, every good tree
bears good fruit, but a bad tree bears bad fruit. 18 A good tree
cannot bear bad fruit, nor can a bad tree bear good fruit. 19
Every tree that does not bear good fruit is cut down and thrown
into the fire. 20 Therefore by their fruits you will know them.
15

He also cautions them that they will not gain entrance to heaven simply
because they know his name. Instead, only those who do “the will of My
Father in heaven” will gain admittance (Matthew 7:21-23, NKJV):
Not everyone who says to Me, “Lord, Lord,” shall enter the
kingdom of heaven, but he who does the will of My Father in
heaven. 22 Many will say to Me in that day, “Lord, Lord, have we
not prophesied in Your name, cast out demons in Your name,
and done many wonders in Your name?” 23 And then I will
declare to them, “I never knew you; depart from Me, you who
practice lawlessness!”
21

Rather than being discouraged by these words, believers should be comforted
in knowing that God is able to fulfill all that he has promised. The blood of
Christ sets us free from the guilt of sin, and the power of the Spirit sets us
free from the power of sin. Through the leading of the Holy Spirit, believers
are enabled to lovingly obey the moral law revealed in both the Old Testament
and the New. This is why John Wesley was able to teach Christian perfection:
the embodiment of both “faith” and “works”. And this, too, is why the
Christian can hear Jesus say, “Be perfect, therefore, as your heavenly Father is
perfect” and understand it not as a difficult command, but as a loving promise
(Matthew 5:48, NIV).
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Introduction1: A “Meeting” of Two Strangers
It is with a sense of great honor and gratitude that I receive this appointment
as the J. W. Beeson Chair of Christian Mission at Asbury Theological Seminary.
This professorial chair is named after Dr. John Wesley Beeson at the bequest
of his children. In associating my name with this chair, I cannot but contrast
and compare my life’s experience with that of J. W. Beeson. Not only are we
persons of different times—just about a century separates us—we are men
of different continents, culture, and ethnicity. If two strangers are to meet,
they have to move toward each other, crossing frontiers. Indeed that seems
to have happened most obviously on my part, but also significantly on Dr.
Beeson’s. Meeting and befriending strangers is an essential and important
part of the developmental process in human life, and in an institution’s life.
Dr. John Wesley Beeson had a long and successful career in educational
administration. He served as President in three different colleges, and these
three colleges were all known under his name. His biographer James T.
Dawson tells us that “there existed … three Beeson Colleges, namely the
Meridian Female College, the Meridian Male College, and the Conservatory
of Music.”2 If he was best remembered among intellectuals and educationists
for these colleges, he may have been best remembered by farmers and
agriculturists for his invention of a potato drying procedure. In a memorial
article, the late Joel D. Jones wrote,
So he designed the first “potato dry house” ever built, and all
over the nation his exploits were published. The International
Harvester Company, the Southern Railway, and finally the
United States Department of Agriculture published the process
in pamphlet form. Millions of dollars have been added to the
income of the South because of the process J. W. Beeson
invented and freely gave to the Southern farmer.3
After a successful career of 23 years, J. W. left educational administration and
entered the insurance business with Liberty National Life. His two sons
Dwight Moody and Ralph Waldo joined him in this business with great
success. The fruit of this success through their generous hearts and Christian
commitments created this chair among others.
If J. W. Beeson’s life story is traced as a movement from educational
administration to business, mine is a shift in the opposite direction, namely
from business to education and partially now to administration. If we were
not moving toward each other, the meeting point, which we celebrate today,
would not have happened! We both have crossed several important frontiers
on the way. Till my late teens and early twenties, I saw myself as heading to
become a businessman in my small corner of the world. At the touching of
the Holy Spirit, my life changed, and so did the direction. No one, myself
included, understood how a young man in a promising business with some
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experiences pointing to a career in politics ahead of him could become an
itinerant evangelist travelling to remote villages with no earthly promise of
success. After several decades of bumpy but meaningful ministerial experience
(since 1981) and theological education (since 1986), here am I “meeting” a
stranger in a faraway land. Today, I cannot but reflect on the theology of
crossing frontiers. To cross frontiers can be both exciting and exacting. It
carries a promise of empowerment if one is willing to pay the price of
vulnerability.
What I call “frontiers” here can easily be substituted with the term
“boundaries” in the way I will use it. As Michèle Lamont and Virág Molnár
said, the idea of boundaries (both symbolic and social boundaries) has come
to occupy an influential place in various studies in social sciences.4 As an
analytical tool in socio-political studies, the interest seems to follow the Western
psychosocial usage that treats boundaries with a sense of high respect as a
mark of individual identity and responsibilities. Richard Miller has rightly
said, “Boundaries are important because they define an order of being and
value.”5 If a boundary refers primarily to what is bounded, a frontier refers to
what is beyond. Boundary refers mostly to what is familiar whereas frontier
may refer to what is unknown. In crossing a boundary, we step into another
(bounded) property. In crossing a frontier, we enter a supposedly unused
and unknown territory. Thus I choose the frontier metaphor without
excluding some of the good implications associated more closely with the
boundary-crossing metaphor.
God’s Frontier-Crossing Mission
Christianity proper began with the Christ-event (the coming, the ministry,
death, resurrection, and ascension of Jesus Christ) in the history of the
world. Christ’s coming into the world occupies the heart of Christianity. It is
the meaning of this coming, including its purpose, its outcome and its
different implications, that becomes the center of our life’s undertaking as
servants of Christ’s church. We can reflect on this coming from the divine to
the human in various ways from different starting points and angles.
If the synoptic gospels tell the story of what Jesus came to do and
accomplished around the theme of God’s Kingdom, the Apostle Paul
expounded the meaning and purpose of Christ’s coming. In coming to the
world, Christ taught, lived and inaugurated God’s Kingdom, laying the claim
of God’s reign in the world. What he accomplished according to God’s
covenantal promise of grace is the salvation offered to all by working out the
redemption of human beings and all of creation and their reconciliation with
God. The gospel of John powerfully simplified the whole process in one
stroke by saying, “Because God so loved the world and he gave his only Son,
so that everyone who believes in him may not perish but may have eternal
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life” (John 3:16). God in His Son Jesus Christ came to the world because He
loves the world. Jesus was sent into the world, just as he and the Father sent
the Holy Spirit into the world. This is the basic foundation of the missionary
nature of Christianity.
A religion is missionary if it’s basic tenets are universal. I define a missionary
religion to be a religion that is open to all human beings (or all creatures) by
its very nature, teaching, and service. A missionary religion’s message is meant
for and addressed to all, irrespective of nationality, race, class, or region of
origin and identity. It is a religion whose message possesses a promise for all
and invites all to its fold. Catholicity or universality is the basic condition of
being a missionary religion.
To invite and proclaim its message to all, a missionary religion is hospitable
and self-committing in nature to the life of others beyond its four walls. As
such it crosses frontiers to invest in the affairs of those beyond its boundaries.
In crossing the divine-human frontier in the person of the Son, God’s
investment is high; God paid a costly price, the life of the Son. Christianity is
symbolized by the hanging of its Savior on the cross, perhaps the most
humiliating religious symbol. As our discussion on the relational mutuality
of the three divine persons of the Godhead will indicate, the crucifixion of
Jesus Christ is the crucifixion of God. Quoting Karl Barth’s expression that
the “crucified Jesus is the ‘image of the indivisible God’,” Jürgen Moltmann
said, “the meaning [of Jesus Christ crucified] is that this is God, and God is
like this.”6 The symbol of the cross itself is the symbol of suffering and
vulnerability. Yet, the humiliating cross is the way of Christ which he also
prescribed for his followers saying, “If any want to become my followers, let
them deny themselves and take up their cross daily and follow me. For those
who want to save their life will lose it, and those who lose their life for my
sake will save it” (Luke 9:23-24, also see Matt. 16:24-25; Mark 8:34-35). The
divine pathos is a theme that has distinguished Judeo-Christian religion
from its neighboring Greek religions. Christ’s suffering seen in connection
with the suffering Servant in Isaiah recurred in apostolic teaching. The First
Epistle of Peter is about the meaning of suffering as followers of Christ. As
Floyd Filson said many years ago, “This letter speaks of suffering which
Christians undergo precisely because they are Christians.”7 The Apostle Paul
often related his own suffering as a servant-follower of Christ, even to the
point of saying that in his suffering in the flesh, he is “completing what is
lacking in Christ’s afflictions for the sake of his body, that is, the church” (Col.
1:24). Not that Christ’s redemptive suffering is insufficient, needing
completion, but that suffering is a sign of being a part of the messianic
community and of participating in the affliction of Christ.8
The theology of the cross does not end with the death of Christ, but in
the resurrection and ascension of the crucified Son of God. As such, death,
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resurrection and ascension belong together as parts of a single event.
Moltmann explained the theme of “the crucified God” as “the theology of
the cross,” saying it means, inter alia, “comprehending the crucified Christ in
the light and context of his resurrection, and therefore of freedom and
hope.”9 Christians understood the cross not for its own sake, but for the sake
of Jesus Christ crucified and risen. As the Christological hymn of Paul in
Philippians clearly shows, the kenosis (or emptying), the humility and the
extreme obedience of Christ to the point of death led to the highest exaltation
by God (Phil. 2:5-11). The losing of life for Christ’s sake is to gain life in
Christ. The crucifixion, with all the pains that accompany it, is to be held in
tension with the glorious resurrection by Christians in their faith and way of
life. Several times Paul reminded the Christians of the combination, so to
speak, of suffering in the name of Christ with the promise of life and glory
in the resurrection to come. To the Romans, he said, “we suffer with him so
that we may also be glorified with him” (Rom. 8:17). To the Philippians, he
wrote that he shared the sufferings of Christ “by becoming like him in his
death” with the hope to “attain the resurrection from the dead” (Phil. 3:10).
Yet understanding the crucifixion and resurrection as a single event is not to
minimize the depth of the pain, suffering, and humiliation on the cross, but
to see its goal and meaning.
“Mission” is not a biblical term, but it is a biblical concept. The term that
can be most closely associated with it in the New Testament is “send” or
“sending” (Greek pempein and apostellein) with a task to be accomplished. The
task of saving the world and the sending-mission cannot be separated.
Biblically, sending has to be considered as a semantic concept, and that concept
cannot be limited to the two terms pempein and apostellein.10 The Gospel of
John seems clearest in its avowal of the sending of Jesus by God the Father.
The identity of being sent by God the Father is a theological statement for
John in his assertion of Jesus’ oneness with the father (John 10:30). The
gospel argues its main thesis that Jesus is the Messiah (John 20:31) by asserting
his being “from above” (John 8:23) and sent by the Father into the world
(John 17:18, 20:21). John clearly emphasized the significance of the theology
of sending in the salvation proceeding in Christ. Other New Testament
writers who do not give the same emphasis seem to presume the act of
“sending” and focus on the salvation event. Paul stated that God sent his
son … in order to redeem those under the law” (Gal. 4:4-5). Rudolph
Bultmann observed that “sending” has its counterpart “coming”, and that
“His [Jesus’] coming and going belong together in one unit.”11 The act of
giving the Son to the world by way of becoming fully human discloses God’s
loving and gracious nature to the world. The very revelation of God’s nature
is the mission of the incarnation. Prodded by the doctrine of God’s incarnation
in Christ, Christians came to conceive of God as Tri-unity, or Trinity.
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The noted missiologist of the twentieth century, David Bosch of South
Africa, informed us that mission as a theological concept was first used in
reference to the doctrine of the Trinity. In fact, the term was exclusively used
this way until the sixteenth century when the term and concept began to be
used (first by the Jesuits) in reference to the spread of Christian faith among
non-Christians.12 The Eastern Church’s economic Trinity, duly influenced by
the Cappadocian fathers, takes the three persons of the Godhead as the
starting point and stresses their distinct characteristics and their mutuality
while giving due emphasis to the oneness of God. It is in respect to the inner
relations among the three persons in the one substance (ousia) of Godhead
that the language of divine relational movement, that is, the Son is “begotten”
and the Spirit “proceeds” from the Father, which translates to the Triune
God’s mission, is conceived.13 The Western Church’s interpretive starting
point of the Trinity on the essential unity of God, under the influence of
Augustine,14 may not mark this inner communal relationality of the Trinity
as well as the Eastern Church’s. As a noted contemporary Eastern Orthodox
theologian, Timothy Ware puts it, “God is not simply a single person confined
within His own being, but a Trinity of three persons, Father, Son, and Holy
Spirit, each of whom ‘dwells’ in the other two by virtue of perpetual
movement of love.”15 One of the three Cappadocian fathers, Gregory of
Nyssa, in the fourth century, also explained this inner relational movement
of the Trinity in the “operation of God” very well. He wrote, “But in the case
of the divine nature, we do not believe that the Father does anything by
himself in which the Son is not also involved. Again, we do not believe that
the Son acts on his own apart from the Holy Spirit. Rather, every operation of God
upon his creation is named according to our conceptions of it, and takes its origin
from the Father, proceeds through the Son, and is perfected in the Holy Spirit.”16
This divine inter-communing manner of “operation” of the Trinity
explains the Son’s incarnation and the Holy Spirit’s comforting and
empowering movement. Originating in the Father’s love, the Son’s incarnation
and the Spirit’s charismatic procession crossed the divine-human frontier.
Thomas Oden has fittingly expressed this crossing over between the divine
and the human in the incarnation when he said, “God became flesh not by
changing into another reality, but by assumption (assumptio carnis), by entering
the human mode of being without ceasing to be God.”17 As the Council of
Chalcedon affirmed, in his incarnation, Jesus is “consubstantial with the
Father according to divinity, and consubstantial with us according to human
nature.”18 God entered human history to identify with, to redeem, to comfort
and to empower human beings. To affirm God the Son to be fully human, as
daring and incredible as this is, is to affirm the mission of God in crossing
the God-human frontier. The Trinitarian communion of love is extended to
the whole creation in this frontier-crossing act of love to redeem us, identify

84

The Asbury Journal

68/2 (2013)

with us, and reconcile us with God.19 Thus, the theology of mission finds its
origin in the self-disclosure of God, in the sending of the second and third
persons of the Trinity.
The Church’s Frontier-Crossing Witness in the World
The modern missionary movement has seized the concept of mission
from its Trinitarian origin. Perhaps, that was necessary to push Christians out
from their territorially established comfort zones to cross new frontiers in
witnessing to their faith. If the divine-human frontier-crossing missio Dei is
perceived as a vertical movement, the missionary call of Christians to their
fellow human beings and other creatures may be described as a horizontal
frontier-crossing movement. As mentioned before, the term “mission” is a
latecomer in Christian history whereas the enterprise we come to call
“missionary” is as old as Christianity itself. The earliest history of the church
is a history of missions. By this, we mean that the earliest story of the church
is about the frontier-crossing witness to the risen Christ in the power of the
Holy Spirit. To glean from the history of the early church what this means, we
turn to the Acts of the Apostles, focusing the attention on the narrative
surrounding Cornelius’ conversion in chapter 10 and 11.
“Because Luke’s story contains overlapping chronological, geographical,
and cultural components and markers, we can ‘outline’ Acts in more than one
way,”20 said Craig Keener in his exegetical commentary on the Acts of the
Apostles. The approach one takes influences one’s understanding and
interpretation to some extent. Howard Clark Kee lists three major ways of
reading the book of Acts, namely as history, as literature, and as theology.21
While one may choose to take one of these three as a point of entry and thus
structure the book accordingly, one cannot dismiss any of the three
components because they are all intricately related in the book. There is no
denying that what Luke intended to show is “the expansion of the gospel
from Jerusalem to Rome,”22 as Keener puts it. While the geographical
expansion is obvious, the expansion is also cultural, social, and theological as
Luke shows the emerging Christian community’s self-understanding, growing
faith experience, and deepening apologia to the world. In connection with the
developing social identity of the church, Ben Witherington has rightly phrased
Luke’s accomplishment in Acts when he said “In a single stroke [Luke]
provided early Christianity with a sense of definition, identity, and
legitimization….”23
In her commentary on the Acts of the Apostles, Beverly Gaventa identified
two “climactic” events of the book “as keys to the Lukan map”24 and
structured the outline of the book around them. The first one is “the inclusion
of Cornelius in 10:1-11:18” which showed that “God intends to extend the
gospel to the Gentiles.” The other is “the final defense speech of Paul in
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chapter 26” in which Luke established in “fullest form God’s commitment to
extend the gospel to Jew and Gentile alike.”25 Although the geographical
expansion of the early church from Jerusalem to Judea, to Samaria, and all
the way to Rome is very important in the book of Acts, the extension of the
gospel to the Gentiles is central in the book. In the middle part of the book
(roughly chapters 10 to 15) Luke carefully shows, using different stories and
characters, how the church first admitted the Gentiles. Beginning with the
story of Cornelius (Acts 10:1-11:18) as the turning point, the story of the
church in Antioch (Acts 11:19-30) further reinforces the Gentile inclusion
with the translation of the core Christological title of Jesus for the Gentile
audience. The ministry of Paul and Barnabas in chapters 13 and 14 shows the
practical outreach to the Gentiles as Paul and Barnabas clearly testified in
Antioch of Pisidia when they said, “Since you [Jews] reject it … we are now
turning to the Gentiles” (Acts 13:46b). The whole discussion climaxed in the
Jerusalem Council (Acts 15:1-35), which cemented Gentile inclusion in
agreement with Peter’s words that “we believe we will be saved through the
grace of the Lord Jesus Christ, just as they [the Gentiles] will” (Acts 15:11)
and James’ that “we should not trouble those Gentiles who are turning to
God” (Acts 15:19b).
Andrew Walls identifies three crucial changes in the center of gravity of
Christianity in its history. The first of these, he said, “was initiated when
some unnamed Jewish Christians in Antioch presented the Messiah of Israel
as the Lord of the Greeks (Acts 11:20).” The second was the coming of
Barbarians in Northern and Western Europe to Christ. The third is “the
massive movement towards Christian faith in all the southern continents”26
in the twentieth century. The process of translating the Messiah of Israel to
the Lord of the Greeks is what we consider here as it began in the story of
Cornelius.
The extension of the gospel to the Gentiles primarily involved crossing
ethnic and cultural frontiers and more importantly demanded a compelling
theological underpinning. In this regard, the story of Cornelius signifies a
major turn in the church’s understanding of the foundational meaning of
Jesus Christ in order to include Gentiles. Robert Wall declared, “The taxonomy
of God’s universal salvation reaches a watershed moment with the
introduction of God-fearing Roman Cornelius.”27 Luke Timothy Johnson
also affirmed the Gentile inclusion story of Cornelius to represent “the most
critical phase of the expansion of God’s people.”28
Was Cornelius meant to be a typical Gentile when Luke described him as
one “who feared God”? With a survey of the Septuagint and further New
Testament passages together with a host of scholarly works, Ben Witherington
concluded those terms like “proselytes,” “God-fearers” and “Godworshipper” were not technical terms, but general descriptions of Gentiles
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who worshipped the true God and associated with Synagogues.29 In the Acts
of the Apostles itself, references to the practice of proselytes and God-fearers
are not really different.30 In Luke’s writings, Witherington observes that they
become a part of “the bridge between Judaism and Christianity.”31
In a very well structured manner, Luke tells the story of the conversion of
Cornelius to show the inclusion of Gentiles in God’s salvation with a series
of parallel scenes:32
(1) Visions of Cornelius (Acts 10: 1-8) and of Peter (Acts 10:9-16)
(2) Sending by Cornelius (Acts 10:17-23a) and reception by Peter (Acts
10:23b-29)
(3) Speech by Cornelius (Acts 10:30-33) and by Peter (Acts 10:34-43)
(4) Confirmation by the Holy Spirit (Acts 10:44-48) and by the
community (Acts 11:1-18)
With an intention to see the ethnic and cultural dimensions of the story, let
me recount what may be the bare bones of the narrative. The story begins
with Cornelius and his vision in Caesarea where he was affirmed and clearly
directed by an angel to send to Joppa for Simon Peter, the spiritual leader of
the believing community. In a remarkably similar manner, Peter, in Joppa,
also had a vision in which he was instructed to eat what his religious tradition
considered unclean, which he had reasonably refused to eat based on his
religious law of purity. His refusal was rebutted, and Peter was commanded
in God’s name to accept what his tradition had called profane. In this puzzling
situation, Peter received the men sent by Cornelius as instructed by the Spirit.
Accompanied by some believers, Peter went to Caesarea, entered the house
of Cornelius, and met him and his relatives. As he explicitly affirmed, his
entry into the Gentile home was in clear violation of his Jewish tradition but
in obedience to God. In response, Cornelius related his testimony of the
vision. He attested to what God has done to him and the great expectation
of what God was going to do with him and his relatives.
Peter, then, delivered his sermon with a confessional statement “’I now
realize how true it is that God shows no partiality’ between Jew and Gentile.”33
He then recounted the story and true identity of Jesus as the one ordained by
God to judge the whole world. The main content of Peter’s sermon was not
very different from his earlier sermons34 although he is much less defensive
and is edifying in his tone.35 Placing Jesus in the larger story of Israel, he said
that Jesus Christ, anointed by the Holy Spirit, came to preach peace, heal
people, and do good. An implicit question may be “Didn’t Jesus come only
to the Jews?” Peter answered this by declaring, “he is Lord of all” (Acts v.
36b). “They put him to death by hanging on the cross, but God raised him
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on the third day and allowed him to appear … to us as witnesses” (Acts
10:39-41). The focal point is the forgiveness of sin for those who believe
him. Compared to his earlier sermons, what is different here is its emphatic
introductory statement of the impartiality and universality of God, followed
by the outpouring of the Holy Spirit on the Gentile listeners even as he was
still speaking. The impartiality of God is a theme also found in the Old
Testament. But the mention of God’s impartiality in the Old Testament, as
Gaventa rightly said, “has a far more limited function;” it always referred to
those within Israel. “Here, as in early Christian literature,” continues Gaventa,
“impartiality becomes a fundamental theological claim (as also in Rom. 2:11).”36
This story is recounted and referred to several times in the book of Acts
with due care37 as a radical turning point for the early church in embracing
Gentiles to its fold. The narrative significantly emphasizes God’s spiritual
intervention showing the decisiveness of the work and experience of the
Holy Spirit in the life of the church. In a supernatural manner, both Peter and
Cornelius were directed towards each other, breaking existing barriers to cross
the frontier line for mutual acceptance between Gentiles and Jews as directed
by the Spirit. In his sermon, Peter presented Jesus as one anointed by God
“with the Holy Spirit and power.” What persuaded the existing Jewish church
to accept and embrace these new Gentile believers, although grudgingly at
first, was the fact that these Gentiles received the same Holy Spirit that had
confirmed and had strengthened the earlier (Jewish) believers. The crucial
nature of the story is such that it became a point of reference for the church as
it continued to grow. In the recounting of the event, emphasis is always
placed on the experience of the Holy Spirit by the unbaptized Gentiles.
“Nowhere else does Luke narrate an event in which the gift of the Holy Spirit
comes before baptism.”38
Another point of interest is the manner by which the Spirit interacted
with the two men. Appearing to Cornelius, the angel affirmed Cornelius and
his prayers and gave him clear direction. What is notable here is Cornelius’
openness to be led by God. He was expectant of God’s word from Peter
saying, “we are here in the presence of God to listen…” (v. 33b). On the other
hand, the voice Peter heard contradicted Peter and even rebuffed his former
way of believing. As Cornelius was turning to God to be instructed and
touched by Him, Peter was turned from his earlier way to a new way of
believing. The traffic of interaction does not seem to be one-way, but two.
Both men were transformed, one toward believing, the other toward a new
way of believing that gave new room for the other as they encountered their
oneness in Christ. Perhaps this is also a reminder to existing believers that
they need to continually reform and be transformed as they transmit the
gospel to others and interact with new cultures. Darrell Guder rightly suggests
that the church is always in need of conversion. He said, “The Holy Spirit
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began the conversion of the church at Pentecost and has continued that
conversion throughout the pilgrimage of God’s people from the first century
up to now. The conversion of the church will be the continuing work of
God’s Spirit until God completes the good work began in Jesus Christ.”39
Thus, the theology of Gentile inclusion is deeply spiritual with the active
and explicit involvement of the Holy Spirit who directs both existing believers
and inquirers to the focal point of Jesus Christ. It rests on God’s universal
salvation and Christ’s Lordship above all. On the other hand, it disturbed the
existing believing community as it pushed them toward new frontier lines in
their ways of believing and service. The crossing of new cultural frontiers by
engaging the meaning of the gospel in new cultural settings and at the
boundary between cultures is never easy. Faith-understanding and sociocultural identity (or social self-consciousness) are closely related in human life.
Thus, every missionary religion seems to struggle with how faith is transmitted
across cultural boundaries. At the heart of the early Christian story of
transmitting faith from the Jewish enclave into the Gentile arena is this
painful but significant struggle to intersect the gospel with those beyond the
believing community and not like them. Furthermore and significantly, the
interactive nature we delineate between Cornelius and Peter shows that the
cultural interaction involved both giving and receiving. The traffic, as we have
said, is two-way. In other words, it is not just crossing cultural lines, but
engagement in intercultural interaction where each party is to learn anew
God’s voice in the very process of the interaction.
Conclusion
As social beings, our human life in general and communal-religious life in
particular is defined by our social interactions. Crossing new frontiers or
boundaries in various aspects of life is a part of our essential identity.
Acquisition of knowledge itself is largely about extending the frontiers in
our personal or social life. While any new frontier can be a challenge as it
presents us with dangers of the unknown and makes us vulnerable to the
unfamiliar world, limiting ourselves to the familiar prevents us from acquiring
new knowledge. We all build our comforting zones through familiarization.
Cessation from the process of familiarization is a sign of decaying. On the
other hand, the axiom that “knowledge is power”40 means that knowledge
empowers us even as we become liable to a discomforting exposure. As pilgrims
in the world, we are called to continually extend the frontiers of our life.
If theology of mission is rooted in the biblical concept of sending or
commissioning, crossing frontiers is an essential part in the process. One may
ask, “Is not the task for which one is sent more important than the sending
itself ?” This brief study assumes that sending is a part of the task itself and
that it cannot be isolated from the task. This is because the task itself involves
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sending, especially the self-sacrifice of the one sent. Yet, we recognize the task
to be more than the process. In the crossing of the divine-human frontiers,
the task God accomplished is the salvation41 of the world. The task of
Christians, so to speak, in their crossing of geographical, cultural, social, and
personal frontiers is to participate in, and to witness to, the saving work of
God in Christ in the power of the Holy Spirit. We participate in God’s saving
work both as recipients of God’s graceful salvation and witnesses of the
saving work itself. Because Christian mission can be done only in Christ’s
way, carrying the cross of vulnerability and suffering is a part of the task.
The promise of Christ’s presence with the disciples as he sent them out
(Matt. 28: 20) is a promise of empowerment. As evidenced at Pentecost and
in the subsequent ministries of the apostles, the power of the Holy Spirit
accompanies the faithful as they cross new frontiers in witnessing to the
saving work of God in Christ.
End Notes
1
I am very thankful to Dr. Dale Walker who proofread this paper carefully. If
there are any errors and mistakes in the writing and in the presentation of ideas
and thoughts, they are mine.
2
James D. Dawson, John Wesley Beeson and the Beeson Colleges (Birmingham,
AL: Samford University Press, 1995), 3.

Joel D. Jones, “John Wesley Beeson Made Impact on Education; Drying
Potatoes,” The Democrat Reporter, June 1, 1944. Republished “Old Times History
of Marengo County, by The Late Joel D. Jones, John Wesley Beeson made impact on
education; dry potatoes,” The Democrat Reporter, April 5, 2007, p. 2. (http://
news.google.com/newspapers?nid=2159&dat=20070405&id=mepfAA
AAIBAJ&sjid=dw4GAAAAIBAJ&pg=2987,2021049 last access December 24, 2012).
3

Michèle Lamont and Virág Molnár, “The Study of Boundaries in Social
Sciences,” Annual Review of Sociology 28 2002:167-168.
4

5
Richard B. Miller, “Christian Attitudes toward Boundaries: Metaphysical
and Geographical,” in Christian Political Ethics, ed. John A. Coleman, S.J. (Princeton
and Oxfordshire: Princeton University Press, 2008),68.
6
Jürgen Moltmann, The Crucified God: The Cross of Christ as the Foundation and
Criticism of Christian Theology (New York et al.: Harper & Row, Publishers, 1973),
205. Somewhat qualifying the possible consequence of his thought-provoking
title The Crucified God, Moltmann further stated “Jesus’ death cannot be understood
‘as the death of God’, but only as death in God” (207).
7
Floyd V. Filson, “Partakers in Christ: Suffering in First Peter,” Interpretation
9, No. 4 1955:400.
8

Andrew T. Lincoln, NIB 11, 614.

9

Moltmann, 4.

In his study of the mission concept in the fourth gospel, Andreas
Köstenberger employed a semantic field approach around these two and included
10

90

The Asbury Journal

68/2 (2013)

several other terms “involving movement from one place to another.” They are:
come, go, become, descend, ascend, leave, follow, bring, leave, and gather. He
identified sixteen clusters of these terms. (See Andreas J. Köstenberger, The Missions
of Jesus and the Disciples according to the Fourth Gospel [Grand Rapids, MI, and
Cambridge: Eerdmans, 1998], 27-37.) Reading the list, one realizes the difficulty
in exhausting all the related terms. For instance John uses the word “give” in 3:16,
which is not included, although its usage here is almost synonymous with “send.”
11

Rudolph Bultmann, Theology of the New Testament 2, 35.

David J. Bosch, Transforming Mission: Paradigm Shifts in Theology of Mission
(Maryknoll, NY: Orbis Books, 1991), 1.
12

13
For a helpful reflection on ministerial implications of the personhood and
mutuality of the Trinity, see Stephen A. Seamands, Ministry in the Image of God: The
Trinitarian Shape of Christian Service (Downers Grove, Ill: InterVarsity Press, 2005).
14
Justo L. Gonzalez, A History of Christian Thought, Vol. 1 (Nashville and New
York: Abingdon Press, 1970), 338. The idea that Augustine’s theology of the
Trinity is in “sharp contrast” has been opposed by a number of theologians in
recent years (see Keith E. Johnson, Rethinking the Trinity and Religious Pluralism: An
Augustinian Assessment Downers Grove: IVP Academic, 2011, 54). However, it
seems clear that Augustine does not emphasize the communal or relational nature
of Trinity.
15
Timothy Ware, The Orthodox Church, New edition (London et al.: Penguin
Books, 1997), 209.
16
Quoted from “Gregory of Nyssa on Human Analogies of the Trinity,” in
Alister E. McGrath, ed. The Christian Theology Reader, Third ed. (Oxford et al.:
Blackwell Publishing, 2007), 189.
17
Thomas C. Oden, The Word of Life, Systematic Theology: Volume Two
(New York: HarperCollins Publisher, 1992), 96.
18

Quoted in Oden, ibid.

Our emphasis here is on the divine-human frontier-crossing mission of God
drawing intentionally from the communal-relational nature of the three persons
of the Godhead. For other studies of the missio Dei drawing missional theology
from the three persons of the Trinity for three ways of looking at Christian
mission, see Lesslie Newbigin, The Open Secret: An Introduction to the Theology of
Mission (Grand Rapids, Mich: W. B. Eerdmans, 1995), 19-65, and Timothy C.
Tennent, Invitation to World Missions: A Trinitarian Missiology for the Twenty-First
Century (Grand Rapids, MI: Kregel Publications, 2010).
19

Craig S. Keener, Acts: An Exegetical Commentary, Vol. 1, Introduction and 1:12:47 (Grand Rapids, MI: Baker Academic, 2012), 576.
20

21
Howard Clark Kee, To Every Nation Under Heaven: The Acts of the Apostles
(Harrisburg, PA: Trinity Press International, 1997), 11-25. Robert W. Wall followed
Kee. See Wall, NIB 10, 5-26.
22

Keener, 576.

Ben Witherington, The Acts of the Apostles: A Socio-Rhetorical Commentary
(Grand Rapids, Mich: W.B. Eerdmans Pub, 1998), 76.
23

Beverly R. Gaventa, The Acts of the Apostles (Nashville, TN: Abingdon
Press, 2003), 55.
24

PACHUAU: VULNERABILITY AND EMPOWERMENT

25

91

Ibid.

Andrew F. Walls, The Missionary Movement in Christian History: Studies in the
Transmission of Faith (Maryknoll, NY: Orbis Books, 1996), 68.
26

27

Wall, NIB 10, 162.

Luke Timothy Johnson, The Acts of the Apostles, Sacra Pagina, ed. Daniel J.
Harrington (Collegeville, Minn: Liturgical Press, 1992), 186.
28

29

Witherington, 344.

30

Wall, NIB 10, 162.

31

Witherington, 344.

Here I combine and modify the structure as formulated by Gaventa (163)
and Witherington (345).
32

33
Wall, NIB 10:165. NRSV translates this as “I truly understand that God
shows no partiality.” Wall’s rendering fits the context better.
34
For a detailed study of Peter’s sermons in Acts, see Hans F. Bayer, “The
Preaching of Peter in Acts,” in Witness to the Gospel: The Theology of Acts, edited by
I. Howard Marshall and David Peterson (Grand Rapids, MI, and Cambridge, UK:
Eerdmans, 1998), 257-274.
35

Wall, NIB 10, 165.

36

Gaventa, 169.

Luke Timothy Johnson wrote “Nowhere else in Luke’s writing do we find
such painstaking attention to minute detail at each stage of the action.” Johnson,
Scripture and Discernment: Decision Making in the Church (Nashville: Abingdon, 1996),
89, quoted by David Lertis Matson and Warren S. Brown, “Turning the Faith: The
Cornelius Story in Resonance Perspective,” Perspectives in Religious Studies 33, No.
4 2006:455.
37

38

Gaventa, 172.

Darrell L. Guder, The Continuing Conversion of the Church (Grand Rapids,
Mich: W.B. Eerdmans Pub, 2000), 206.
39

40
The axiom “knowledge is power” as attributed to Francis Bacon and Michel
Foucault’s “power in knowledge” relate the two (knowledge and power) although
in seemingly opposite directions. (For a brief discussion, see James K. A. Smith,
Who’s Afraid of Postmodernism?: Taking Derrida, Lyotard and Foucault to Church [Grand
Rapids, MI: Baker Academic, 2006], 84-86.

The word “salvation” is used here in the broad sense that includes such
other biblical terms as redemption, reconciliation, atonement, liberation, healing,
et al.
41

92

The Asbury Journal

68/2 (2013)

Works Cited
Bayer, Hans F.
1998 “The Preaching of Peter in Acts.” In Witness to the Gospel: The
Theology of Acts, edited by I. Howard Marshall and David Peterson,
257-274. Grand Rapids, MI, and Cambridge, UK:
Eerdmans.
Bevans, Stephen B. and Roger P. Schroeder
2004 Constants in Context: A Theology of Mission for Today. Maryknoll,
NY: Orbis Books.
Bosch, David J.
1991 Transforming Mission: Paradigm Shifts in Theology of Mission.
Maryknoll, NY: Orbis Books.
Bultmann, Rudolf
1965 Theology of the New Testament. Vol. 2. [S.l.]: S.C.M. Press.
Dawson, James D.
1995 John Wesley Beeson and the Beeson Colleges. Birmingham, AL: Samford
University Press.
Filson, Floyd V.
1955 “Partakers in Christ: Suffering in First Peter.” Interpretation (9:4):
400-412.
Gaventa, Beverly R.
2003 The Acts of the Apostles. Nashville, TN: Abingdon Press.
Gonzalez, Justo L.
1970 A History of Christian Thought. Vol. 1. From the Beginnings to the
Council of Chalcedon. Nashville and New York: Abingdon Press.
Guder, Darrell L.
2000 The Continuing Conversion of the Church. Grand Rapids, Mich: W.B.
Eerdmans Pub.
Johnson, Keith E.
2011 Rethinking the Trinity and Religious Pluralism: An Augustinian
Assessment. Downers Grove: IVP Academic.
Johnson, Luke Timothy
1992 The Acts of the Apostles. Sacra Pagina. Ed. Daniel J. Harrington.
Collegeville, Minn: Liturgical Press.
Jones, Joel D.
2007 “John Wesley Beeson Made Impact on Education; Drying
Potatoes.” In The Democrat Reporter, June 1, 1944 . Republished
“Old Times History of Marengo County, by The Late Joel D. Jones,
John Wesley Beeson made impact on education; dry potatoes,” The
Democrat Reporter, April 5, 2007, p. 2. (http://news.google.com/
newspapers? nid=2159&dat=2007040 5&id=mepfAAAAIBAJ
&sjid=dw4GAA AAIBAJ&pg=2987,2021049 last access December
24, 2012).

PACHUAU: VULNERABILITY AND EMPOWERMENT

93

Kee, Howard Clark
1997 To Every Nation Under Heaven: The Acts of the Apostles. Harrisburg,
PA: Trinity Press International.
Keener, Craig S.
2012 Acts: An Exegetical Commentary. Vol. 1, Introduction and 1:1-2:47.
Grand Rapids, MI: Baker Academic.
Köstenberger, Andreas J.
1998 The Missions of Jesus and the Disciples according to the Fourth Gospel.
Grand Rapids, MI, and Cambridge: Eerdmans.
Lamont, Michèle, and Virág Molnár
2002 “The Study of Boundaries in Social Sciences.” Annual Review of
Sociology 28: 167-195.
Lincoln, Andrew T.
2000 “The Letter to the Colossians: Introduction, Commentary, and
Reflection.” Pages 553-669. In 2 Corinthians, Galatians, Ephesians,
Philippians, Colossians, 1 & 2 Thessalonians, 1 & 2 Timothy, Titus,
Philemon. Volume 11. The New Inter preter’s Bible. Edited by Leander
E. Keck. Nashville: Abingdon Press.
Matson David Lertis, and Warren S. Brown
2006 “Turning the Faith: The Cornelius Story in Resonance Perspective.”
Perspectives in Religious Studies (33:4): 449-465.
McGrath, Alister E. ed.
2007 The Christian Theology Reader. Third ed. Oxford et al.: Blackwell
Publishing.
Miller, Richard B.
2008 “Christian Attitudes toward Boundaries: Metaphysical and
Geographical,” in Christian Political Ethics, ed. John A. Coleman,
S.J., 67-91. Princeton and Oxfordshire: Princeton University Press.
Moltmann, Jürgen
1973 The Crucified God: The Cross of Christ as the Foundation and Criticism
of Christian Theology. New York et al.: Harper & Row, Publishers.
Newbigin, Lesslie
1995 The Open Secret: An Introduction to the Theology of Mission. Revised.
Grand Rapids, MI: W.B. Eerdmans.
Oden, Thomas C.
1992 The Word of Life. New York: HarperCollins Publisher.
Seamands, Stephen A.
2005 Ministry in the Image of God: The Trinitarian Shape of Christian Service.
Downers Grove, Ill: InterVarsity Press.
Smith, James K. A.
2006 Who’s Afraid of Postmodernism?: Taking Derrida, Lyotard and Foucault
to Church. Grand Rapids, MI: Baker Academic.

94

The Asbury Journal

68/2 (2013)

Tennent, Timothy C.
2010 Invitation to World Missions: A Trinitarian Missiology for the Twenty-First
Century. Grand Rapids, MI: Kregel Publications.
Wall, Robert W.
2002 “The Acts of the Apostles: Introduction, Commentary, and
Reflection.” Pages 1-368. In Acts, Introduction to Epistolary Literature,
Romans, 1 Corinthians. Volume 10. The New Interpreter’s Bible. Edited
by Leander E. Keck. Nashville: Abingdon Press.
Walls, Andrew F.
1996 The Missionary Movement in Christian History: Studies in the
Transmission of Faith. Maryknoll, NY: Orbis Books.
Ware, Timothy
1997 The Orthodox Church. New Edition. London et al.: Penguin Books.
Witherington, Ben
1998 The Acts of the Apostles: A Socio-Rhetorical Commentary. Grand
Rapids, MI: W.B. Eerdmans Pub.

The Asbury Journal 68/2:95-105
© 2013 Asbury Theological Seminary

ROB HUGHES

Life in the Spirit: An Overview of Lesslie Newbigin’s
Pneumatology of Mission

Abstract
British missionary Lesslie Newbigin (1909-1998) was a highly influential
missionary theologian, a bishop in the Church of South India, and a leader in
the twentieth century ecumenical movement. His writings regarding the
missionary nature of the church, the engagement of the post-Christendom
West as a mission field, and the theological understanding of mission from
a Trinitarian perspective have been foundational for both the missional and
emerging church movements. This article presents an overview of one aspect
of Newbigin’s thought, which, though constituting a key element of his
Trinitarian theology of mission, has often been overlooked—his grasp of
the role of the Holy Spirit in mission. This author asserts that Newbigin’s
pneumatology of mission can help the church, particularly in the West, to
understand more clearly how it is to relate to the Holy Spirit as it seeks to
participate with God in His mission.

Keywords: Newbigin, Holy Spirit, mission, church, witness
Rob Hughes has recently completed his Ph.D in Intercultural Studies at
Asbury Theological Seminary’s E. Stanley Jones School of World Mission
and Evangelism. His dissertation research examines Lesslie Newbigin’s
understanding of the relationship between the Holy Spirit and the Church in
mission.
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Newbigin opens his 1972 book The Holy Spirit and the Church by making
the following assertion:
There are three great festivals in the Christian year, three occasions
when we are invited to celebrate the great events of our
salvation. They are Christmas, Easter and Pentecost. At the
first we celebrate the birth of our Saviour; at the second his
death and resurrection; at the third we celebrate the coming of
the Holy Spirit and the birth of the Church. But we all know
very well that it is only the first two of these festivals which are
celebrated with real joy and enthusiasm in our churches.
Christmas and Easter are great occasions when even the most
careless Christian feels an obligation to come to church, and
when there is joy and happiness in every Christian home. But
the feast of Pentecost passes almost unnoticed. The outside
observer of our churches would surely conclude that while it
means a great deal to us that Jesus was born for us and died
and rose again, the coming of the Spirit means very little or
nothing. (Newbigin 1972: iii)
Newbigin adds that such an “outside observer” would in fact be assessing
the situation correctly as “for many members of our churches the reference to
the Holy Spirit means very little. They know that our Pentecostal brothers
speak much of the Holy Spirit and his gifts. They conclude that the Holy
Spirit is what the Pentecostals speak about and know about. And for practical
purposes they leave the matter there. Why should this be so?” (Newbigin
1972: iii).
In contrast to this hesitation regarding the incorporation of the Spirit’s
role into the life of the church, Newbigin paints a theology of mission which
views the Holy Spirit as fully central, the member of the Trinity upon which
the church most relies in mission, and, in fact, the primary agent in mission
itself. In a 1990 lecture given at Selly Oak, Newbigin states:
[T]he essential witness to Jesus, according to the New
Testament, is not our witness, nor the witness of the Church,
it is the witness of the Holy Spirit—the Spirit of the Father,
the Spirit of Jesus. The words and actions of the Church are
secondary to this primary witness, which is the witness of the
Holy Spirit. The Spirit goes ahead of the Church; the Spirit is
not the property of the Church; the Spirit is not domesticated
within the Church. And therefore it is in the sense in which the
Spirit is promised to the Church, not to be domesticated within
the Church, but to lead the Church, which is so vital for our
understanding of Jesus. (Newbigin 1990: 3)
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Regarding the ramifications of such an understanding, Newbigin’s challenge
nearly thirty years’ prior in a sermon delivered at a Church of South India
synod sheds light:
If this is true, if it is true that the real witness is the Spirit
Himself pointing always to Christ and that we are ourselves
only witnesses in a secondary sense as being caught up into the
Spirit life, then the primary need for our Churches if we are to
present Christ to India to-day is the recovery of the fullness of
life in the Spirit. But do we really believe this? Do we, do those
of our members; who are taking the Gospel seriously, live
under grace or under law? Do our Churches understand that
Church life is nothing but life in the Spirit? Or do we leave that
entirely to the Pentecostals? Very deliberately I would say that
the first requirement for presenting Christ to India to-day is
not a new programme of evangelism (though we need that),
and not even a new theological clarity (though God knows we
need that); but a rediscovery of the truth that Church life is life
in the Spirit. That rediscovery will mean that both in word and
in deed we point away from ourselves to Him, that we make
no claim for ourselves, but a total claim for Him. (Newbigin
1956: 60)
Newbigin thus argues for the church’s need to come to a full grasp of the
centrality of the Spirit in its life and purposes, and he calls for a consequent
radical-reorienting of its mode of operation, one which he refers to elsewhere
as a “bold experiment in regard to the forms of the ministry” (Newbigin
1961: 30).
Newbigin discusses the centrality of the Spirit within the church’s life and
mission in many of his writings. Two key selections within the Newbigin
corpus which focus on this topic, as aptly highlighted by Dale William Little
in his 2000 dissertation on Newbigin’s and Clark Pinnock’s pneumatologies,
are Newbigin’s chapters “The Logic of Mission” from The Gospel in a Pluralist
Society and “Bearing the Witness of the Spirit: Mission as Hope in Action”
from The Open Secret (Little 2000: 12).
Also significant is Newbigin’s discussion of the biblical basis of such
centrality found in “the Community of the Holy Spirit” from The Household
of God, a chapter which provides four pages of Scripture passages in support
of “the decisive place given in the New Testament doctrine of the church to
this experienced reality of the Holy Spirit’s presence” (Newbigin 1953: 87-98).
Newbigin’s conviction of the biblical nature of this understanding is further
attested to by his description of these pages which states, “The biblical evidence
which can be adduced in support of the position which we are now to
examine is so abundant that I cannot do more than remind you of a few
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outstanding groups of passages” (Newbigin 1953: 88). That is, Newbigin
views these four pages of texts as merely a taste of the full gamut of Scripture
that supports the Holy Spirit’s centrality in the life of the church. In these
pages, Newbigin draws upon the book of Acts (as one would expect), but
also deeply upon the Pauline literature and the gospels (Newbigin 1953: 8893). As a caution for the Pentecostal understanding of Christianity, though,
Newbigin writes in The Mission of the Triune God as follows:
There are movements in our time which lay such exclusive
emphasis on the Work of the Holy Spirit that they appear to be
in danger of distorting their witness by a failure to recognise
that the mission is the mission of the triune God, Father, Son,
and Spirit. There can be a kind of monism of the Spirit which
is not the faith of the New Testament. The recovery within the
missionary movement of faith in, and experience of, the
centrality of the Spirit in missions will be distorted if it is not
within the context of the full Trinitarian faith. (Newbigin
1962: ch. 8)
Thus, Christian faith and Christian missions are to be fully Trinitarian, even
if the Spirit is given a central, primary role in the act of mission.
The Open Secret
What is the essence of Newbigin’s theology of the Spirit’s role in mission?
Little, drawing on The Open Secret, writes, “In Newbigin’s theology of mission
the Spirit is the one who leads the Church not only as its guide in mission but
also as the powerful divine witness who purposes to change the world and
the Church” (Little 2000: 98). He then cites Newbigin as such:
The active agent of mission is a power that rules, guides, and
goes before the church: the free, sovereign, living power of the
Spirit of God. Mission is not just something that the church
does; it is something that is done by the Spirit, who is himself
the witness, who changes both the world and the church, who
always goes before the church in its missionary journey.
(Newbigin 1995: 56)
As such, mission is the Spirit’s activity as “the prime mover and agent, for
the Spirit who rules the Church is also its guide in mission and precedes the
Church in mission. The Spirit brings unbelievers to the point of believing
the confession that Jesus is Lord, the confession upon which the Church is
founded” (Little 2000: 98). Scripturally, this theology draws upon John 16:815, where Jesus states:
When he comes, he will convict the world of guilt in regard to
sin and righteousness and judgment: in regard to sin, because
men do not believe in me; in regard to righteousness, because
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I am going to the Father, where you can see me no longer; and
in regard to judgment, because the prince of this world now
stands condemned.
I have much more to say to you, more than you can now bear.
But when he, the Spirit of truth, comes, he will guide you into
all truth. He will not speak on his own; he will speak only what
he hears, and he will tell you what is yet to come. He will bring
glory to me by taking from what is mine and making it known
to you. All that belongs to the Father is mine. That is why I
said the Spirit will take from what is mine and make it known
to you. (NIV)
Based upon this text and upon the verses that precede it, Newbigin writes,
“Mission is not just church extension. It is the action of the Holy Spirit, who
in his sovereign freedom both convicts the world (John 16:8-11) and leads
the church toward the fullness of truth that it has not yet grasped (John
16:12-15)” (Newbigin 1995: 59). Newbigin affirms the significant role of the
Spirit in the ministry of Jesus, as “it is by the Spirit that Jesus is conceived, by
the Spirit that he is anointed at his baptism, by the Spirit that he is driven into
the desert for his encounter with Satan. It is in the power of the Spirit that he
enters upon his ministry of teaching and healing (Luke 4:14, 18; Matt. 12:18)”
(Newbigin 1995: 57). Jesus’ baptism ushered in a baptism that was in “water
and the Spirit,” a foretaste of the kingdom of God that will come in its
fullness. (Newbigin 1995: 58, cf. Acts 1:8, 2 Cor. 1:22, and Eph 1:14).
Regarding the full impact of the Spirit on the disciples and ultimately on the
church, Newbigin adds:
The disciples are not promised the full victory of God’s
kingdom now; they are promised immediately the arrabon—
the advance installment that will make them the living evidences
of the reality that is promised. The real presence of God’s own
life lived in their common life will be the evidence, the witness
to all the nations, that the full reality of God’s victorious reign
is on the way. What is given here (and this is vital for true
missionary thinking) is not a command, but a promise. The
presence of the Spirit will make them witnesses.
This promise is fulfilled at Pentecost. The disciples are now
given the same anointing that Jesus received at his baptism.
And the disciples know that this is indeed the “Day of the
Lord” to which the prophets had looked forward. “The last
days” have dawned (Acts 2:17). The curse of Babel is being
removed. The blessings of God promised to all nations in the
primal covenant with Noah are now available to all (2:21).
People of every nation are able to hear in their own tongues the
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mighty works of God (2:11). The gathering of all the nations
to be the people of the Lord and his Messiah has begun.
It is thus by an action of the sovereign Spirit of God that the
church is launched on its mission. And it remains the mission
of the Spirit. He is central. (Newbigin 1995: 58)
The picture that Newbigin paints is one of mission being clearly the work
of God, primarily of the Spirit, in which the church assumes a secondary role
as following the Spirit’s lead—a posture that was evident even at the day of
Pentecost. Newbigin asserts, “Mission is not essentially an action by which
the church puts forth its own power and wisdom to conquer the world
around it; it is an action of God, putting forth the power of his Spirit to
bring the universal work of Christ for the salvation of the world nearer to its
completion” (Newbigin 1995: 59-60). Newbigin cites the account in Acts
15:12 which reveals the church’s response to testimony of the Spirit’s
unexpected work among Gentiles. The text reads, “All the assembly kept
silence” as they “listened to the story of God’s mighty works among the
uncircumcised heathen through the preaching of the gospel” (Newbigin 1995:
60-61). From this narrative, which violates the early Christians’ understanding
of the works of God, Newbigin draws the following principle:
At this point the church has to keep silence. It is not in control
of the mission. Another is in control, and his fresh works will
repeatedly surprise the church, compelling it to stop talking
and to listen. Because the Spirit himself is sovereign over the
mission, the church can only be the attentive servant. In sober
truth the Spirit is himself the witness who goes before the
church on its missionary journey. They church’s witness is
secondary and derivative. The church is witness insofar as it
follows obediently where the Spirit leads. (Newbigin 1995: 61)
The church may not understand where the Spirit leads, and may not even
initially agree with that direction, but the mission does not belong to the
church—it is the Spirit’s, and the church’s role, when it is faithful, is to be that
of the “attentive servant” following the Spirit’s lead as the Spirit carries out
the mission (Newbigin 1995: 61). Newbigin contrasts this view with what is
often today’s temptation, writing:
This picture of the mission is as remote as possible from the
picture of the church as a powerful body putting forth its
strength and wisdom to master the strength and wisdom of
the world. The case is exactly the opposite. The church is weak.
It is under trial. It does not know exactly what to say. It has no
arguments to confute its persecutors. But exactly in this situation
it can be calmly confident. It does not have to conduct its own
defense. There is an advocate who is more than adequate for
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the task. It is his work—and he is quite capable of it—to take
the weakness and foolishness of the cross, mirrored in the life
of the community, and make it the witness that turns the
world upside down and refutes its most fundamental notions.
Because he knows this, Paul can exult in the assurance that
“when I am weak, then I am strong” (I Cor. 12:1-10).
(Newbigin 1995: 62)
If the witness of the church is one borne of weakness, of the attentive
servant who does not have strength in his or her self but in the leading and
power of the Spirit, then the church is free to rely on the Spirit to provide all
that is needed for the mission’s fulfillment. Because of this reliance, the
church can respond in the assurance that “the witness that confutes the world
is not ours; it is that of one greater than ourselves who goes before us. Our
task is simply to follow faithfully” (Newbigin 1995: 62). This act of following
is not necessarily easy for the church; it will involve risks and suffering, just as
the earthly life of Jesus did, “but follow it must if it is to be faithful”
(Newbigin 1995: 63-64). As the church carries out this witness, however, it
sees its task as a joy, rather than a burden. Newbigin writes, “The witness of
which the New Testament passages speak is God’s gift, not our
accomplishment. It is not a light that we kindle and carry, shielding its flame
from the winds; it is the light that shines on us because our faces are turned
toward the radiance that is already lighting up the eastern sky with the promise
of a new day” (Newbigin 1995: 63-64).
The Gospel in a Pluralist Society
From this focus on the joy and privilege of Christian witness, Newbigin’s
discussion of “The Logic of Mission” in The Gospel in a Pluralist Society
explores further the rationale behind one’s motivation for mission. He asserts
that the “long tradition” of viewing mission as obedience to a mandate, while
somewhat justified, “misses the point” (Newbigin 1989: 116). He writes:
It tends to make mission a burden rather than a joy, to make it
part of law rather than part of the gospel. If one looks at the
New Testament evidence one gets another impression. Mission
begins with a kind of explosion of joy. The news that the
rejected and crucified Jesus is alive is something that cannot
possibly be suppressed. It must be told. Who could be silent
about such a fact? The mission of the Church in the pages of
the New Testament is more like the fallout from a vast
explosion, a radioactive fallout which is not lethal but lifegiving. One searches in vain through the letters of St. Paul to find any
suggestion that he anywhere lays it on the conscience of his readers
that they ought to be active in mission. (Newbigin 1989: 116)

102

The Asbury Journal

68/2 (2013)

The mission of the church, then, flows from the natural sense of wonder
that comes from the overwhelming goodness of the message of Jesus’
death and resurrection and its ramifications. In this regard, Newbigin notes,
“almost all the proclamations of the gospel which are described in Acts are in
response to questions asked by those outside the Church” (Newbigin 1989:
116). In essence, onlookers notice that something remarkable is going on,
ask for an explanation, and the followers of Jesus present them with the
truth of the ushering in of the Kingdom of God. When asked what they are
to do in response, Peter in Acts 2, for example, indicates that they are to
“repent and be baptized in the name of Jesus” (Newbigin 1989: 117).
As the church’s role in this understanding is one of simply explaining and
attesting to what God is doing, Newbigin asserts the following:
It is of the greatest importance to recognize that it remains his
mission. One of the dangers of emphasizing the concept of
mission as a mandate given to the Church is that it tempts us
to do what we are always tempted to do, namely to see the
work of mission as a good work and to seek to justify ourselves
by our works. On this view, it is we who must save the
unbelievers from perishing. The emphasis of the New
Testament, it seems to me, is otherwise. Even Jesus himself
speaks of his words and works as not his own but those of
the Father. (Newbigin 1989: 117)
If mission is not a justifying “good work,” but rather a joining in God’s
witness to His own activity, what is the interplay between the role of the
church and the Holy Spirit in this witness? Newbigin writes, “It is the Spirit
who will give them power and the Spirit who will bear witness. It is not that
they must speak and act, asking the help of the Spirit to do so. It is rather that
in their faithfulness to Jesus they become the place where the Spirit speaks
and acts” (Newbigin 1989: 118). As such, “The Church is not so much the
agent of the mission as the locus of the mission” (Newbigin 1989: 119). It
becomes, in essence, a setting for the activity of God through the Holy Spirit.
Newbigin writes:
It is God who acts in the power of his Spirit, doing mighty
works, creating signs of a new age, working secretly in the
hearts of men and women to draw them to Christ. When they
are so drawn, they become part of a community which claims
no masterful control of history, but continues to bear witness
to the real meaning and goal of history by a life which—in
Paul’s words—by always bearing about in the body the dying
of Jesus becomes the place where the risen life of Jesus is
made available for others (2 Cor. 4:10). (Newbigin 1989: 119)
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The church, then, serves as a community in which the Spirit works and bears
witness to the truth of the gospel. As such, it becomes what Newbigin refers
to as the “hermeneutic of the gospel,” a visible display in which the action of
the Spirit testifies to the reign of God (Newbigin 1989, 234). Newbigin
continues, “It is impossible to stress too strongly that the beginning of
mission is not an action of ours, but the presence of a new reality, the
presence of the Spirit of God in power. The whole New Testament bears
witness to this, and so does the missionary experience of the Church through
the ages” (Newbigin 1989: 119). As more recent testimony to this reality,
Newbigin cites the church’s proliferation in the Soviet Union and in China
despite the prohibition of “explicit public witness,” (Newbigin 1989: 119).
In these settings, the church grew not through its “works” of witness, but
instead “through the active power of the Spirit drawing men and women to
recognize in this human weakness the presence and power of God”
(Newbigin 1989: 119).
What, then, is the “logic of mission” that Newbigin presents? He writes
as follows:
So the logic of mission is this: the true meaning of the human
story has been disclosed. Because it is the truth, it must be
shared universally. It cannot be private opinion. When we
share it with all peoples, we give them opportunity to know
the truth about themselves, to know who they are because they
can know the true story of which their lives are a part. Wherever
the gospel is preached the question of the meaning of the
human story—the universal story and the personal story of
each human being—is posed. Thereafter the situation can
never be the same. (Newbigin 1989: 125)
According to this logic, mission involves the sharing of the truth of what
God has done and what God is doing. This witness is God’s work within
the community of His church, a witness in which believers “will share in his
mission as they share in his passion, as they follow him in challenging and
unmasking the powers of evil” (Newbigin 1989: 127). He adds, “There is no
other way to be with him. At the heart of mission is simply the desire to be
with him and to give him the service of our lives. At the heart of mission is
thanksgiving and praise. We distort matters when we make mission an
enterprise of our own in which we can justify ourselves by our works”
(Newbigin 1989: 127).
Summary and Application
From these chapters in The Open Secret and The Gospel in a Pluralist Society,
one sees a picture of mission in which the Spirit plays a primary role, with the
church’s assuming the role of the attentive servant and the locus of the
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Spirit’s activity. Mission is the joyful, natural witness to the truth of what
God has accomplished and continues to accomplish both in the larger human
story and in personal stories. The mission is not the church’s, but is God’s,
and it is prepared, led, and conducted by Him, with the church merely following
His cues. The church’s participation will bring risks and suffering, elements in
which the church identifies with Christ, but this involvement will be led,
accompanied, and empowered by the Spirit, who is sovereign.
Newbigin’s writing of the Spirit’s centrality in mission flows out of his
Trinitarian theology of mission and his understanding of the missio Dei.
Newbigin, in a sense, allocates the ownership and agency of mission largely
to the Spirit within the Trinity, and places the church in a secondary role as an
attentive servant. The witness is the Spirit’s, not the church’s, but the church
is the means through which this witness is expressed. As the Spirit witnesses
through the church, the Spirit is attesting to God’s reign in Christ. This
witness occurs primarily through the church as a community, whose fellowship
in the Spirit serves as the hermeneutic of the gospel.
As the Western church seeks to engage contemporary Western culture with
the gospel, participating in the mission of God and seeking to connect with
increasingly more postmodern Westerners, it can learn a great deal from
Newbigin’s writings regarding the centrality of the Holy Spirit in mission.
One could postulate that as Western culture begins to shift away from a
primarily Enlightenment-based worldview into one that is less materialist in
nature and more open to mystery, current and future generations may embrace
the leading of the Spirit more readily than have the heavily Enlightenmentinfluenced generations of the past several hundred years. As “the wind
blows wherever it pleases,” (John 3:8, NIV) the Spirit’s ways are not always
“rational”, and the recession of human reasoning and empirical science as the
primary determiner of truth in Western cultures may allow for an openness
to the Spirit’s leading that has not existed previously.
If God the Holy Spirit dwells within the church and seeks to use the
church within the missio Dei, it is important for the church, as Newbigin stated
in his synod address in India, to seek “the recovery of the fullness of life in
the Spirit” (Newbigin 1956:60). If the church is to be the locus of mission
which is conducted by the Spirit, and if it is to truly serve as the hermeneutic
of the gospel, then its structures and activities need to be oriented in a way
which not only welcome the Spirit’s presence, but which allow the Spirit to
lead, directing the church in the mission for which it exists. Newbigin argues
elsewhere that such a shift requires a strong exercise in discernment, as “not
every spirit is the Holy Spirit” and “not every form of vitality is his work,” but
if the mission is truly God’s, and if this mission is to be led and conducted
by Spirit, then it is critical for the church to align itself in the posture of the
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attentive servant so that it can truly serve the Spirit’s purposes (Newbigin
1995: 187). Such a posture has indeed been exhibited in the rise of global
Pentecostalism, but its expression need not be limited to the Pentecostal/
charismatic movement itself, as Newbigin presented the challenge not to
“leave that entirely to the Pentecostals” but for the church as a whole to
rediscover “the truth that Church life is life in the Spirit” (Newbigin 1956: 60).
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Introduction
At the height of “prosperity” and “word of faith” theologies, material
resources became a central issue in the contemporary Church in Africa.
Opponents query the biblical basis, point to abuses such as the lifestyles of
pastors, and allege the commercialization of the gospel. Dispensationalists
query the case for tithing in the New Testament, and the degree of reliance on
the Old Testament where the situation might be different from ours. The
impact has been to provide more resources for the Church and forestall the
economic dependency on the West. Whereas some churches today adopted
the tithe system as a good means of mobilizing local resources for their
programs, others see it as enslaving and operating on the Old Testament
legal system. So much debate has arisen as to whether or not the obligation
was bound to the Old Testament and Judaism, or applied to the
contemporary Christian Church. So this paper seeks to answer the questions
about the significance of Pentateuchal tithing as a legal instruction for the
21st Century reader.
The different contexts or traditions for the tithe concept in the Old
Testament, whether Priestly, Deuteronomic or Prophetic, presented the
worship of God as the greatest motivation for tithing, despite the various
nuances on the beneficiaries. Leviticus 27:30-33 presented the tithe as a debt
to God which must be paid. Since the tithes were already owed (because every
tithe belongs to the Lord) they could not be made the object of a special vow
(cf. John E. Hartley 1992:487). Numbers 18:8-32 portrayed the tithe system
as the wages for the Levites and priests for their service in the Tent of Meeting
of the Lord. And in the Deuteronomic references (12; 14; 26), the tithe was
seen as a means of support for the priests and Levites, the less-privileged,
and the annual pilgrim festivals in the central sanctuary of the Lord. The tithe
law was seen as a commandment from the Lord (Lev. 27:34; Num. 18: 20, 21;
Deut. 26: 12, 13). This explains why it was regarded as obligatory and not
voluntary for the Israelite. The tithe law demanded that the people serve their
God at a significant cost to themselves regardless of the inconvenience. The
relevance of the tithe system to the Old Testament believing communities
cannot be overemphasized. So, this article will show how the Pentateuchal
tithing was understood as a legal instruction, and the significance of the tithe
concept as a legal instruction for today.
The Pentateuchal tithing as a legal instruction
Our task here is to evaluate some key terms from the passages that provided
for tithing in the Pentateuch to see how they portrayed the tithe system as a
legal instruction for ancient Israel.
(a) tA.cM
i ;h (The Commandments) Leviticus 27:34; Deuteronomy 26:13, 14:
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“Just as you commanded me”: The first person formulation expresses
the idea that God commanded the farmer personally, and not only his
ancestors. This wording is part of the liturgy’s attempt to enhance the farmer’s
feeling of personal involvement in the history of his people. (Deut. 26 v.10:
after speaking to Israel in the first person plural while describing the history
of God’s benefactions to Israel, he switches to the first person singular,
expressing the feeling that he personally is participating in that history).
The provisions for tithing present other problems for the biblical scholar.
Is the tithe a voluntary or obligatory gift? Jagersma (1981:117) observed
correctly that in Gen. 14:20; 28:22 and probably Amos 4, that the tithe was a
free gift, whereas, elsewhere it was obligatory. He seems to agree with
Kaufmann that in the priestly code there is no annual obligation. Kaufmann
grouped them as votive or freewill offerings, which were not mandatory,
stating that it was in Deuteronomy and later Judaism that tithe was made an
annual obligation (1960:190).
Milgrom doubted if the institution of a voluntary tithe did exist in early
Israel, claiming that there is no evidence for it in the Bible. In support,
Averbeck states, “there is no question that the tithes are obligatory in
Deuteronomy as they are in Leviticus-Numbers” (1997:1042). Milgrom
(1976:55, 56) refuted Kaufmann’s argument with the following points:
The very fact that the tithe in D is annual and compulsory
(Deut. 14:22ff) implies that it rests on an earlier tradition.1
Both Leviticus tithes are called “holy to the Lord”, implying
that they belong to the priests. Kaufmann himself has ably
shown that the royal tithe, an annual tax, was an ancient
institution (1 Sam. 8:15, 17 and cf. Ras Shamra’s ma’saru, and
me’sertu) which the King could award to his officials. Israel’s
environment not only demonstrates the existence of a royal
tithe. The sources also point to the tradition of an annual
temple tithe, especially in Babylonia.
Howbeit, Kaufmann did not apply the votive or voluntary to all the codes
that provided for tithe. He argued in favour of the P code, showing that the
mandatory nature of tithing was a later development that was introduced by
D and not P. Even Driver’s position supports the voluntary nature of tithe at
the beginning stage: “originally the tithe will have been rendered voluntarily, as
an expression of gratitude to God, the giver of all good things” (1902: 169).
It is certain that the tithes mentioned in J E sources (i.e. Gen. 14 and 28)
are voluntary in nature. But the provisions of P and D which appear to
complement each other were not voluntary. The postexilic practice at the time
of Nehemiah has a different kind of obligation- “self obligation” (Neh.
10:35). We observed that the obligation to tithe unlike other Old Testament
laws appears to be different. Whereas there is a death penalty or some form
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of punishment in connection with violating the laws, there seems to be none
for tithe, except for the pronouncement of curses in Malachi2. There is no
record of punishment whatsoever meted to the defaulters in those passages
where tithing was abandoned by the people.3 It appears the tithing obligation
is an appeal to the people’s conscience, since the punishment of defaulters is
not executed by any human authority but God’s. Sources consulted do not
seem to discover this aspect of enquiry. A comparison of tithing as an
obligation with other Old Testament laws was completely neglected.
(b) yiTt
; n henhi (See! I have given …) Numbers 18:8, 21. The Lord has given
to Aaron and his sons… Here the assertion is both emphatic and authoritative;
it is the Sovereign Lord who has declared it. henh
i (See!) is a word of emphasis
or calling attention to a detail, indicating the weight of the instruction from
the Lord to Aaron; and the word !;tn implies “assign,” “entrust”, or “to
place an object or idea in the possession or control of another, implying value
of the object, as well as a purpose for the exchange” - 1Samuel 1:4. In LXX,
the word de,dwka means “to grant” or “to deliver up”. The Lord had given
the people of Israel the land to possess forever. This forms the basis of what
God would demand from the people. The demand to tithe invariably was a
reminder to the giver that all that he/she possessed belonged to the Lord and
had been given by the Lord. The covenant relationship with the Lord was the
basis for this demand. There was no reference anywhere requiring the foreigner,
who had no covenant relationship with the Lord to tithe. The underlying
purpose for presenting the tithe was to instil within the Israelite a proper
reverence for the Lord as Sovereign, the one to whom all were ultimately
accountable. One of the Deuteronomy’s insistent themes, was that the
enjoyment of the Promised Land depended upon devotion to the Lord and
readiness to give (!;tg) in obedience and self denial. Obedience and blessings went
together in Deuteronomy (12:28; 14:28, 29).
(c) t,d,m.fim (Guard, charge) Numbers 18:8. The sense of t,d,m.vim is
“control”, “jurisdiction”, or “responsibility for,” i.e., a service which has been
assigned for care, implying an obligation to fulfill. J. Milgrom and L. Harper
(1998: 72-78) opined that in Ancient Near Eastern religions, there was a
common perception that the dwelling place of the deity had to be protected
against invasion by demonic powers, which could evict the deity from his or
her residence. Outside Israel we find apotropaic rites and images of tutelary
figures set up at the entrance to a temple. In Israel, however, these demonic
forces were no longer an object of belief. They are replaced by human beings:
only the action of a human individual can evict God from his sanctuary. Since
responsibility for sin rests entirely in human hands, the protective circle of
priests and Levites is designed to guard God against human intrusion. The
texts discussing the appointment of the priests and Levites as guards therefore
stipulate that improper intrusion must be punished by death (Num. 1:51;

110

The Asbury Journal

68/2 (2013)

3:10, 38; 18:7). After the revolt of Korah (Num. 16f), 18:1-7 redefines the
t,d,m.fim of the Levites: in the sanctuary, it was reserved for the Aaronides.
Only they may enter the tent of the covenant. Under them come the Levites,
who are to perform the t,d,m.fim at the tent of meeting, all the service of the
tent. Only the Aaronides were permitted t,d,m.fim at the altar and with the
sacred furnishings. All others are forbidden to intrude under pain of death.
The t,dm
, f. mi entitled the Levites to receive tithes as their reward because it was
a dangerous duty (Num. 18:22-24).
(d) h;l]x;no.l (For a possession, inheritance) Numbers 18:21: hl]x;n reflects
a complex legal system of what is received or entrusted (cf. Lipinski 1998:
319-335; Koehler & Baumgartner 1995: 687-688). The unique role of Levi as
a tribe without a territorial inheritance featured prominently in the book of
Numbers. The entrusted portion in this section is to compensate for the land
that was denied the priests and Levites. This provision does not contradict
the provision of forty-eight cities and their surrounding pasture to the Levites
and priests (Num. 35:1-8; Josh. 21:13-19), which were specifically for residences
only (Ezekiel 45:4). In Numbers 18:21-28 the tithe is appropriated entirely to
the maintenance of the priestly tribe, being paid in the first instance to the
Levites, who in their turn pay a tenth of what they receive to the priests. In
Deuteronomy 14:22-29 it is spent partly at sacred feasts, where the offerer and
his family participate, and partly in the relief of the Levites, foreigners, orphans
and widows. Reading the two laws together has raised a number of issues.
How can tithe be appropriated by the Levitical tribe and the same time provide
relief for the poor of the land?
Averbeck (1997:1046) did not see any problem with the two accounts. He
regarded D’s provision as an extension of P’s principle. He disagreed with
Weinfeld, who argued that the tithe law in Deuteronomy reflects secularization
of the original tithe system of Numbers 18 because the Israelite ate of the
tithe in D. Citing the work of Anderson4 as a defence, Averbeck concluded
that the consumption of the tithes by the offerer and its distribution to the
poor does not make it secular; that Deuteronomy 26:13 refers to the third
year tithe as “the sacred portion”- a representation of the other years (Averbeck
1997:1047).
Jagersma took the argument further to include kings as the recipients of
tithe. According to him the sanctuary of Bethel and that of Jerusalem
mentioned in Amos 4:4 and Deuteronomy respectively were state sanctuaries.
That, ‘this surely means that the king did not stand completely aloof in
relation to the payment and collection of tithes for the benefit of the temple”
(Jagersma 1981:124).5
1 Samuel 8:6-22 muted the idea that the new king would demand a tithe
of grain, vineyard and flocks from the people: a sharp contrast to the
injunctions of P and D. We are not sure whether it was actually practiced by
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united or divided monarchy. This passage contributed to Jagersma’s conviction,
which inferred that Solomon and Hezekiah, even Nehemiah, a state official
had interests in the tithe collection (Jagersma 1981:124).
He concluded his argument with the following statement:
At all times the influence and interference of the king or the
state in the imposition and collection of tithes can be observed:
in the oldest priesthood because the tithes were mostly taken
to the royal sanctuaries, in the post-exilic period because the
Persian government prescribed the rules regarding the tithes in
favour of the contemporary priesthood. (Jagersma 1981:128)
(e)

.wx;qti (Obtain as a right; receive or take) Numbers 18:26. The verb

x;ql can also mean “take possession”, “seize”, “withhold”. This implies
that the tithe was not a philanthropic gesture of the payer, but a duty he must
perform. This position is supported by the LXX translation la,bhte (take in
the hand, take hold of, grasp), which has a connotation of a tax collection (cf.
Milgrom 1990:433). The portions of the Levites were not dependent on the
whims of the landowner; it was a duty he must perform. Moreover the tithe
speech from the Lord to Aaron and Moses for the people was not a request
but a command (vv 8, 21, 24).
(f) dkfyB (As a wage or reward) Numbers 18:31. The tithe is considered
as wages (dkf{LXX - misqo.j) and not as donations (hx.vm
o ) from the Israelites,
in compensation or return (@,l
e te ) for the life threatening duties of the Levites
at the Sanctuary. So, the tithes were assigned to the Levites in exchange or in
return for their service or labor in the Sanctuary (Tent of Meeting). The tithe
is portrayed here as a right and not as a privilege; as a right because it is morally
and legally binding that a laborer deserves his/her wages; and not as a privilege
because they duly merited it by their labor.
To compensate for the fatal nature of guarding the holy place, and for not
having a territorial inheritance in the Promised Land, the Levites were to
receive every tithe in Israel of what was earned or produced in the land.
Milgrom (1997:155) reported that the tithe was a compulsory, permanent
grant to the Levites; its cultic provisions reflected a system of royal taxation.
The tithe was considered as a wage (dkf) and not as a donation (hx.voIm)
from the Israelites, in compensation or return (@,lt
e ) for the life threatening
duties of the Levites at the Sanctuary (v.31). Apparently, the Israelites were paying
for the services rendered to them or on their behalf by the Priests and Levites.
The formulation ‘every tithe’ (def][;m-lK) is considered vague by some
scholars (cf. Levine 1993:451; Ashley 1993:354). The contention is that it
raises doubt whether it included both the tithe from agricultural produce and
the increments of herds and flocks, as stipulated in Lev. 27:30-33. The
contention here is not necessary since Numbers 18 did not mention the
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goods subject to tithing as it is found in Leviticus or other codes that provided
for tithing. Most likely, the author took it for granted that the audience
understood what was being taught them about the wages for the priesthood
and the Levites. The phrase, ‘every tithe’ may mean nothing more than every
one that was offered, whatever its kind. Rather than an inheritance of land in
the midst of the children of Israel in Canaan, the Levites’ inheritance is the
tithe (21a, 24a).
Just as other Israelites were expected to set aside a contribution to the
Lord from the abundance of their inheritance in the land of Canaan, so the
Levites were to set aside such a contribution from their inheritance, which was
the tithe. This contribution would be counted to them as the Levites’
equivalent to the Israelites’ contribution from their earned or produced
inheritance. Numbers 18 speaks of the function of the Levites as
complementary to that of the priests. Though the Levites were vital to Israel’s
survival since they were to act as those who would save the people from
extermination, they were still not to be confused with the priests. Since the
Lord had granted the people’s tithe to the Levites, the Levites’ tithe would go
to the priests. Contrary to the view of some scholars, the tithe in Numbers is
not voluntary but obligatory. The use of the word ‘wage’ or ‘payment’ (dkf)
means that the tithe does not take the form of a charity in Numbers. The case
in Deuteronomy 14:22-29, in which the tithe is portrayed as a charity, follows
a different sociological motivation.
The Significance of the tithe concept as a legal instruction for today
How are we to understand and apply the tithe system today? Is it a
requirement of the moral law of God, which can be applicable in every context, or
is it a ceremonial law of the Old Testament that may vary with time or contexts?
A lot has been said on how we may interpret or apply the Old Testament
tithing system in the context of New Testament Christianity. Opinions vary:
while some think the tithe system is no longer applicable today, others argue
that the principle is a basic guide for Christian stewardship of all times. Our
aim in this section is to highlight the continual relevance of theological values
in the application of the tithe system to the Church in Africa today. Our study
has revealed basically one tithe law in the Old Testament, which had variant
nuances in its adaptation in different contexts and traditions. This holds
much promise for the Church in Africa because the same concept of selfsupport through local resources can be adapted to the different contexts in
which the Churches in Africa find themselves. African Churches have to face
the challenge of generating their funding or resources locally, equipping
themselves for relevant ministry in a rapidly changing continent. They need a
new understanding of Christian stewardship. Some of the greatest expansions
of the Church have taken place without external funding, e.g. China in 1949
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and South Korea, today (Roost 2003:82).
The payment of tithes was founded in the belief that God is the maker of
the heavens and the earth, and the sovereign owner and controller of its
affairs. This expression of worship is the greatest motivation for tithing; it
was illustrated in the Melchizedek-Abram episode (Gen. 14:18-22) and the
Jacob cycle (Gen. 28:18-22). Abram gave tithes to Melchizedek because he
ascribed his victory to the God Most High, of whom Melchizedek was the
priest. “Tithing today represents the confession that everything which we
have belongs to the Lord, and that we are obliged to dedicate it (or part of it)
to the honour of His name.” The Israelites did not earn the Promised Land
through their good behaviour (Deut. 9:6), so the payment of tithe was a
demonstration that the land (i.e. every possession) belonged to the Lord.
The tithe was portrayed as a right and not as a privilege: as a right because
it was morally and legally binding, that laborers deserved their wages; and not
as a privilege because they duly merited it by their labor. This understanding
was true in the New Testament times centuries later when Apostle Paul said:
Don’t you know that those who serve in the temple eat food
from the temple, and those who serve at the altar receive a part
of the offerings? In the same way the Lord commanded those
who proclaim the gospel to receive their living by the gospel. (1
Cor. 9:13-15)
From the above view, it was morally right for those who serve the public on
a full-time basis to be taken care of by the receiving public. Such was the
situation in the Old Testament religious institution.
Through tithing, the unity and communality of the society was highlighted,
especially in the book of Deuteronomy. All Israelites were encouraged to
think of themselves as ‘brothers’ regardless of social status or tribal divisions
(cf. Deut. 14:7; 15:2, 3; Clements 1989:56; McConville 1984:19). According to
Clement (1989:482), “the offering of tithe became an act of wider significance
than simply providing support for the ministers of Israel’s worship and
giving charitable assistance to the poor. It was a public expression of the
religious good standing and law abiding faithfulness of the worshipper”.
The tithe system is a call to believers to serve their God at a significant cost
to themselves, and not at the expense of others. Perhaps, the reason why
most mainline Churches in Africa found it difficult to fund their programmes
was because the missionaries who established their churches did not involve
members in funding the Church projects from the beginning. So they did not
realise their theological obligation to support the Church financially. They felt
that the Church was a place to receive and not a place to give, and so they
relaxed into complacency. The tithe system is an appeal to the African to
reassert in Christianity the merits of the theological obligation he/she once
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had in the support of the traditional religion. In a sacrifice, something valuable
to the worshipper is forfeited in African religion and culture. Until the mainline
churches begin to see tithing as one of the sacrifices they are to make (or a
regular percent to forfeit) for the cause of the gospel, funding major projects
and missions may still be an illusion.
The theological perspective on tithing is an appeal to mobilize funding for
the ministry through local resources, and a guide to where to begin that
process. External dependency perpetuates the mindset of poverty and loss
of ownership, and also encourages a preoccupation with external sources.
Foreign funding creates a vulnerability to the foreign economy. It means
dependence on a single source. Foreign funding removes from the local people
the potential for them to grow as stewards, and lack of ownership takes away
the dignity of local individuals. Furthermore, foreign dependency violates the
“three self ” principle: self-governing; self-supporting; and self- propagating.
In the Pentateuch, the religious community had a special responsibility
towards the Sanctuary, the cult personnel and the poor. This experience is not
strange to African communities either. It is said, “Any system that does not
explicitly extend protection to the poor will stand condemned from a religious
perspective” (Bosman 1991:255). Most African Churches are struggling to
pay salaries of Church workers and build worship places, let alone care for the
poor in their midst, because their members are not committing their resources
sacrificially. If members would tithe their earnings to the Church “ as the
Pentateuch believing community was instructed to do “ the care of the poor,
the church workers, and Sanctuary would not be a problem.
Tithing is an appeal to work. The ancient Israelites were workers, so they
tithed from the fruit of their labors. The African should be a worker and not
a beggar. Margaret Aringo (2001:172) reports, “According to African tradition,
work creates self-satisfaction, respect, prestige, acceptance and wealth. All normal
persons are expected to work. Laziness is not accepted. There is no dirty work
and there is no work below human dignity.” So the modern African Church
should challenge its members to appreciate the importance of working, as far
as it is possible, whether in subsistence farming or in mechanized/
industrialized sectors of the economy. In Aringo’s words, “People are to
direct their skills towards self-employment where salaried jobs fail, and find
joy in their task” (2001:173). According to Emmanuel Martey:
It is only when Africa is economically independent and
interdependent that other races can give black Africans the respect
that is due to them in a world where independence is governed
by availability of capital. (Martey 1993:143)
There were indications in the Old Testament that people often failed to
tithe (e.g. Neh. 13:10-12); but there was also a reminder that the practice of
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tithing can be a substitute for real commitment. Amos 4:4 implied that
people were faithful in tithing as though it were a substitute for faithful
worship of God. Furthermore, their giving was not matched with a
commitment to faithfulness within the community itself. Some lived in fine
homes, had good incomes, and enjoyed cultured lives, but they were benefiting
from a social structure that left many others impoverished (cf. 5:10-13; 6:4-6).
They could afford to tithe and still be very well-off, and thus their tithing had
become one of the ways they avoided God’s lordship over their lives. Tithing
is not a substitute for mercy, justice and righteousness. Jesus’ primary point
in Matthew 23:23 was to criticize the scrupulous tithing of even a few herbs
grown in the backyard garden, if it were at the expense of fundamental issues
of justice, integrity, and mercy. But one might have expected Jesus to say,
“You should have practised the latter, and let the herbs take care of themselves”
– or something equally dismissive. Instead, he said, “you should have practised
the latter without neglecting the former.”
In the Old Testament, giving the tenth to God didn’t mean that the ninetenths belonged to the individual, with the right to spend that in any way.
The tithe was an offering to show that all belongs to God. It provided the
payer with a way of beginning the process of growth in the grace of giving.
But the motives of tithing should be properly defined because it could be the
source of pride (cf. Luke 18:11-14). Furthermore, the obligation in tithing
was a theological one and not an ecclesiastical one, nor for a secular state to
enforce as we have seen in the governmental use of religious offerings. Whether
or not the individual responds or adopts the tithe system is not the duty of
the Church or the state to adjudicate. It is a matter of conscience.
The tithe system should not be understood as a manipulation of God or
a magic wand to invoke God’s blessings. Our empirical survey revealed that a
good number of people in discomfort zones give tithes because they expect
God’s blessings. If that is the only motivation then the tithe system must
have been misunderstood. The blessing associated with tithing is the effect
of obedience, which is measured not by the amount of material possession
one has, but by the level of a person’s understanding of God’s grace and
dealings in one’s life. The “get rich quick” mentality has become the theology
of many African Church leaders. The proliferation of churches in the continent
can be traced to the idea that it is the shortest way to freedom from poverty,
and thus some leaders can manipulate the members for their personal benefits.
It is difficult to work together these days because of such self-interest among
the leaders. The churches in Africa should realize that the call to tithe is not for
the enrichment of the pastors or church leaders. It is for the support of the
propagation of the gospel, and the care of the less privileged in the believing
community.
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Conclusion
Our discussion of the tithe system in the Pentateuch as a legal instruction
for the 21st century should not be viewed as a mere institutionalized legalism,
but as a sound biblical benchmark for Christian stewardship. In the words of
Tate (1973:161):
… Much may be said for tithing in the contemporary church. It
does provide a definite plan for giving and fosters discipline in
the affairs of the tither. It is a constant reminder that the church
is due the highest priority. The tither is made aware that the
ministry and ministers of Christ deserve more than the
haphazard and slothful giving which has characterized so much
Christian stewardship. Surely, even legalistic tithing honours
Christ more than the sorry and selfish giving of the titbits of
money and goods left over after Church members have satisfied
their own desires. Tithing has the capability of producing
liberality. It has been the experience of many that it is easier to
give more when one begins with the tithe as a benchmark.
Finally, the testimonies of tithers must not be discounted too
much. There is ample evidence for the genuine joy and spiritual
strength that tithing has brought to the faithful believers. It
can be said of most of them that “first they gave themselves to
the Lord.”
The Church in Africa would be demonstrating its gratitude for God’s
prized redemptive activity in the world, its joyful participation in God’s own
undying concern for the poor and destitute, and a redefinition of their
selfhood and dignity; when the concept of serving God at a significant cost is
fully embraced by them.
Endnotes
1
The earlier tradition here refers to Leviticus 27:31. This implies that Milgrom
agrees with Kaufmann that P’s provision for tithe preceded D.
2
Any defaulter of the Sabbath day of rest was usually stoned, it was not so
with tithing (Exodus 31:14).
3
Hezekiah and Nehemiah complained against non-payment of tithes by the
people. There was no indication of any punishment to the defaulters when it was
reinforced (see 2 Chron. 31:1-11; Neh. 10:35-39).
4
Anderson argued that “the sacred or secular quality of the tithe must be
understood in terms of the means by which it was collected and distributed… the
tithe laws cannot be understood, simply in terms of diachronic development”
(Averbeck 1997:1047). 1992 sv “Tithe”. ABD 6, 578-580.

1 Samuel 8:6-22 muted the idea that the new king would demand a tithe of
grain, vineyard and flocks from the people: a sharp contrast to the injunctions of
P and D. We are not sure whether it was actually practiced by united or divided
monarchy. This passage contributed to Jagersma’s conviction, which inferred that
5
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Solomon and Hezekiah, even Nehemiah, a state official had interests in the tithe
collection (Jagersma 1981:124).
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Abstract
Chronicles takes history and reconstructs it to make it more acceptable in
terms of its time and place. The Chronicler writes a form of revisionist
religious history, to revitalize, reinvigorate, and renew Judaism for the returning
exiles from Babylon and their descendants. Chronicles is selective history. The
Chronicler understands that Moses created the nation of Israel from a group
of slaves, and that David created a dynastic monarchic system of government.
By the time Chronicles is written, that system was gone and what replaces it is
a religion based on the Temple, the cultus and the attendant Levitical personnel.
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Introduction
This article is about the purposes of the biblical book of Chronicles as a
revisionist religious history of Israel. It highlights some of the Chronicler’s
major religious/cultic concerns: the Jerusalem Temple, the cultus itself, and
the attending Levitical personnel. It also suggests the Chronicler’s promotion
of something akin to a Jerusalem-based Levitical Covenant.
Chronicles is a work that presents a version of history. It takes the Israelite
past and reconstructs it to make it more acceptable in terms of the concerns
of its own time and place. Chronicles reflects a revisionist religious account of
times gone by. It is purposeful history: to revitalize, reinvigorate, and renew
Judaism for its audience, namely the returning exiles from Babylon and their
descendants now living in Judah in the 5th/4th centuries BCE.1 That
community has reasons to be despondent. There is neither a Davidic dynasty
ruling, nor a fully independent state. Some years earlier, Second Isaiah had
spoken of a glorious future, but his words do not match the reality of the
world before them. Isaiah had prophesied:
“For I will pour water on the thirsty land, and streams on the
dry ground; I will pour my spirit upon your descendants, and
my blessing on your offspring. They shall spring up like a green
tamarisk, like willows by flowing streams” (Isa. 44:3-4).
“Kings shall be your foster fathers, and their queens your
nursing mothers. With their faces to the ground they shall
bow down to you, and lick the dust of your feet. Then you will
know that I am the LORD; those who wait for me shall not be
put to shame” (Isa. 49:23).
“For the LORD will comfort Zion; he will comfort all her waste
places, and will make her wilderness like Eden, her desert like
the garden of the LORD; joy and gladness will be found in her,
thanksgiving and the voice of song” (Isa. 51:3).
Yet in their present day reality life is a continuing struggle. The community in
Judah needs a new focus, a new way to understand its Covenant with God.
Overview of Chronicles
As shall be noted, the author of Chronicles comprehends that Moses
created the nation of Israel from a group of slaves (the Sinai Covenant, see
below). Chronicles also understands that David created a dynastic monarchic
system of government (the Zion Covenant, see below). The post-exilic
community had been led by Zerubbabel, a descendant of David (1 Chr. 3:19;
Hag. 1:1). Yet, the Davidic house as a political force has ceased to be; it is
unlikely to be reinstituted. This contradicts the words of Haggai (2:20 ff.)
and Zechariah (4:6 ff.). Zechariah spoke of God designating a successor for
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the Davidic line (presumably Zerubbabel), terming this person, “My servant
the Branch” (Zech. 3:8), someone who would rebuild the Temple (Zech. 6:12
ff.). Haggai’s promises and prophecies have come to naught. “The latter
splendor of this house shall be greater than the former, says the Lord of
hosts; and in this place I will give prosperity, says the Lord of hosts.” (Hag.
2:9) Where is this latter splendor, the people wonder?
Chronicles therefore provides a new way of understanding the Covenant
between God and Israel. Instead of the political heyday of the Davidic dynasty,
the Covenant will be a religious system based on the Jerusalem Temple, the
cultus, and the attending Levitical personnel.2 Chronicles is a complex book
with different themes and concerns. This kind of a Levitical-based Covenant is
not the soul and substance of Chronicles, but it is a major issue in the book.3
Central for the thinking of the Chronicler is that God’s rule is ever present,
it is constant and direct. God governs the people with a measure of strict
justice. “In several respects, the Chronicler’s view of divine justice seems to
develop from that of Ezekiel. The most important point of difference,
however, lies in its perspective: the Lord’s absolute just rule of his people is
not a wish or a promise for the future (cf. Jer. 31.29-30; Ezek. 3.17-21; 18.132), but an established fact, proven by historical experience . . . The human
side of this mutual relationship is expressed by worship, and the Chronicler
advances the religious life of Israel as a major topic of his historical account.”4
The author of Chronicles has many materials in his sources. Primary
among those texts are the Torah (Pentateuch), and the Deuteronomic Histories
(Deuteronomy through Kings, although the Chronicler tends to ignore the
book of Judges); these latter documents being set down during the Exilic
and early Persian periods. Chronicles takes much of this material directly. A
fair amount of Chronicles reads as a verbatim, or near-verbatim account of
the earlier works. Chronicles’ sources are a matter of scholarly debate. Gary
Knoppers argues cogently that the Chronicler may well have had additional
material from which to create his history. Some of these other works were not
only different, but they may have been older sources than those that eventually
became the received Masoretic Text.5 Consequently, in terms of its focus on
the southern kingdom, and more specifically the special (and compared to
Samuel-Kings, censored) role of David, as well as the Jerusalem cultus,
Chronicles features new material that is not reflected in those other documents.
As a revisionist religious history of and for the people of Israel, the
Chronicler consciously was judicious in the inclusion of his material. Even
though much of Chronicles is drawn from Samuel-Kings, the northern
kingdom is largely ignored. The northern kingdom not only seceded from
the united kingdom, but worse yet, its rulers had set up an apostate alternative
sanctuary to rival Jerusalem. The northern kingdom “is considered politically
and religiously illegitimate by the Chronicler, [yet] the residents of that territory
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are considered part of Israel . . . When the northern tribes broke away from
the south, they did not give up their position as children of Israel.”6 While
the major focus is on the southern kingdom, there is an “open attitude to the
North in Chronicles . . . Those willing to return to the Lord and come to his
sanctuary are to be welcomed.”7 The Chronicler regards the twelve tribes as
the ideal number, and probably hopes that at some point a reunited Israel
would be possible. In the meantime, however, while the northern kingdom
is not completely absent in this book references to that entity are viewed from
the perspective of Judah. Here again, the Chronicler makes choices and presents
a selective, purposeful history.
History of the northern kingdom

Almost completely absent in Chronicles

Narratives about Elijah; Elisha
(1-2 Kgs.)

No parallels in Chronicles

The Chronicler is addressing his own time; he seeks to find religious
meaning in it. Chronicles also interprets Israel’s collective history. Chronicles
recognizes and values the importance of the Exodus from Egypt, the Sinaitic
revelation8, and Moses’ central role. Chronicles also recognizes and values the
creation of the Davidic dynasty. Yet both of these events are highlights of Israel’s
past, and the Chronicler has a different purpose for his contemporary community.
Of great concern for his time in the 5th/4th centuries, is the (re)establishment
of the Temple, and its rituals. Consequently, the Chronicler neither focuses
on the [Mosaic] Sinai Covenant nor on the [Davidic] Zion Covenant. The
Sinai Covenant was a religious contract mandated between God and Israel,
and mediated by Moses. Stated briefly in the words of Jon Levenson, the
“focus of the Mosaic covenant sealed at Sinai is twofold: history and morality”
(emphasis added). The Zion Covenant established between God and David
also has a twofold focus: politics and dynasty. It is tied to the land of Israel
itself. Again, quoting Levenson, the “Davidic covenant, then, is distinct in
kind from the Sinaitic . . . In the case of the Davidic [Zion] covenant, history
and morality are no longer the focus . . . Rather the Davidic covenant, [is] a
covenant of grant . . . God’s commitment to the Davidic dynasty”9 and
presumably, the land that they rule.
In fact, (as shall be shown below) the Chronicler downplays the role of
Moses, presents an expurgated version of King David, and in addition despite
their special lineage, the Chronicler often highlights the failures of these rulers
of the southern kingdom for these “Davidic monarchs are conceived as human
in every aspect of their being” in both relationship to the people and to
God.10 The figures of David and Solomon are important. They are of special
note for the Chronicler because they create and consolidate the permanent
institutions that would be forever binding; the institutions however are
more important than their human (and flawed) creators/consolidators.

124

The Asbury Journal

68/2 (2013)

Instead of concentrating on the Sinai or Zion Covenants, Chronicles
highlights what might be termed a Jerusalem-based (unspoken but real)
Levitical Covenant that also has a twofold focus, Temple and ritual, which
serves as the connection between God and the people Israel.11
A Levitical Covenant
This implicit Levitical Covenant blends aspects of both Sinai (worship of
God/cultic matters) and Zion (the Temple in Jerusalem). In that sense,
Chronicles is a “zealous and not too subtle apologia on behalf of the Levites,
who, in [the author of Chronicles’] opinion, have yet to achieve the honor
and influence that are rightfully theirs.”12
For example, in 1 Chronicles 23, the numbers of Levites far exceeds that
which is found in the Torah. As Sara Japhet explains, it seems that the
Chronicler seeks to portray these Levitical orders as broadly as possible, both
in terms of their numbers and their organization.13 In this chapter, some of
the duties of the Levites are traditional, such as guarding the priests and the
Tent of Meeting against any kind of lay intrusion. Yet there are also additional
duties that include responsibility for “ritual cleanliness, ‘the purity of all
sacred objects’ (v. 28), and for maintaining a system of balanced measures (v.
29).” Further they are appointed over the temple gates. In addition to merely
guarding “the Levites are responsible for the musical liturgy: ‘to give thanks
and to praise Yhwh’ every morning and evening and during the festivals” (vv.
30-31). Such a mandate for the Levites was previously established by David
vis-à-vis the Ark (16:1-38).”14
Indeed, in 1 Chronicles 15 the Chronicler highlights David’s “meticulous
preparation” for transporting the ark to Jerusalem. This description was
“composed by the Chronicler himself without a biblical Vorlage.” David saw
to it that “no one but the Levites should carry the ark, in conformity with
pentateuchal legislation and as a correction to the procedure in the first effort
to bring the ark to Jerusalem . . . David also commanded the chiefs of the
Levites to appoint Levitical singers, and so this additional duty of the Levies, also
in the cult of the Chronicler’s day, is given the authority of Israel’s first king.”15
Chronicles interests are “primarily ecclesiastical.”16 Chronicles desires “a
rehabilitation of the national-cultic institutions,” according to King David’s
directions (see Ezra 3:10; Neh. 12:45). Yet for Chronicles, this is done without
a specific linking of hope with a kingly figure or with the Davidic house.17
The “Chronicler nowhere explicitly advocates the
reestablishment of the Davidic monarchy, let alone a rebellion
against the Persian Empire. He seems relatively content with
life under Persian suzerainty, provided that the worship at the
temple in Jerusalem is able to continue without restraint”
(emphasis added).18
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This change of emphasis from the Temple being linked to the Davidic dynasty
to the dynasty being connected to an institution of God is highlighted in the
difference of wording in critical passages when comparing an account in
Samuel and that in Chronicles. In the Samuel passage the emphasis is on
David’s house; in Chronicles it is on God’s house.
Your successor “shall build a house for my name . . . Your house
and your kingdom [i.e. David’s house, David’s kingdom] shall be
made sure forever before me [MT before you] (2 Sam. 7:13, 16).
Your successor “shall build a house for me . . . I will confirm
him in my house and my kingdom [i.e. God’s house, God’s
kingdom] forever” (1 Chr. 17:12, 14).
David’s history rewritten: abridged and expanded
David’s biography in Samuel-Kings sent the wrong message. Chronicles
disengages from the negative political aspects of the Davidic dynasty through
both abridging and expanding that history. Chronicles portrays a prime purpose
of David is to establish the cultus. Consequently the Chronicler chooses his
materials carefully. He presents a very selective story. He also deletes the sordid
details of David’s personal life. Instead he crafts the David-related passages
to fit Chronicles’ purpose.
For his depiction of David he utilized those materials from
the [Deuteronomic History] that would enhance David’s
qualifications as builder of the temple or highlight his position
as a victorious and powerful king. Thus he omitted most of
the narrative commonly known as the History of David’s Rise
(1 Samuel 16–2 Samuel 5), in which David gradually gained
ascendancy over Saul and Kingship over all Israel, and almost
all of the Succession Narrative (2 Samuel 9–20; 1 Kings 1–2).19
David at Hebron (2 Sam. 5:1-3)

Parallel in Chronicles (1 Chr. 9:1-3)

David & Philistines (2 Sam. 5:17-25)

Parallel in Chronicles (1 Chr. 14:8-17)

David at Ziklag; many forces
join him (1 Chr. 12)

No earlier parallels in Samuel

David and Abigail (1 Sam. 25)

No parallels in Chronicles

David and Bathsheba (2 Sam. 11)

No parallels in Chronicles

Bringing the Ark to Jerusalem with
No earlier parallels in Samuel
Levites in attendance (1 Chr.15:1-24)
David’s preparations for the Temple
(1 Chr. 22)

No earlier parallels in Samuel

David’s organization of the Levites
(1 Chr. 23)

No earlier parallels in Samuel
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David’s organization of the priests
(1 Chr. 24)

No earlier parallels in Samuel

David’s organization of the musicians
(1 Chr. 24)

No earlier parallels in Samuel

The cunning and bloody succession
narratives (1 Kgs. 1-2)

No parallels in Chronicles

The sanitized David becomes the idealized ruler. In “Chronicles [David
is] a gifted and successful warrior (1 Chr. 14; 18-20), the recipient of dynastic
promises (1 Chr. 17), a repentant sinner (1 Chr. 21), and an astute administrator
(1 Chr. 22-29). The writer does not simply mention these royal achievements;
he clearly considers them to be critical features of the Davidic legacy.”20 More
specifically, however from a cultic viewpoint, David is the idealized religious ruler.
Chronicles is concerned with religious institutions in Jerusalem, ascribed
to David and Solomon, primarily the Temple and cultic tradition; these are to
be maintained and strengthened. “The contention of the Chronicler is that
David introduced the musical guilds in connection with the cult service
centering about both ark and tabernacle” (1 Chr. 16:4-6).21 David sets up the
twenty-four watches of priests, and the twenty-four watches of Levites (1
Chr. 23; 24:1-19). This includes the singing of certain psalms.22
David is the founder of the cultus, despite the fact that Solomon builds
the Temple. As Jacob M. Myers notes, “As Moses had once received plans for
the tabernacle, so David now received plans for the temple from the Lord (I
Chron. xxii 1, xxviii, 19); and the place was designated by the angel of the
Lord (I Chron. xxi 18 ff.).” While personnel arrangements such as the Levites
carrying the ark, and the positions of the priests and Levites are connected to
Moses (1 Chr. 15:15; 2 Chr. 30:16) “most of the priestly, Levitical, and other
personnel appointments in connection with the temple cultus are attributed
to David, who was virtually a second Moses” (emphasis added).23 Ralph W. Klein,
in reference to 1 Chronicles 15 makes an even stronger statement. “David in
this chapter is a second Moses, who also pitched a tent and blessed the
people” (see Exod. 33:7; Deut. 33:1).24
In terms of prominence of position, given the emphasis put upon the
beloved King David, the references to that monarch overshadow references
to Moses. David is mentioned well over two hundred fifty times in Chronicles,
Moses on less than two-dozen occasions. Many of those Davidic references
are in terms of his role as warrior, or ruler of the state, but again and again,
from 1 Chronicles 9:35 to the end of that book, David is featured as the
founder of the cult.
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David is close to a parallel partner with Moses
Moses is deserving of honor, but for Chronicles, “it is the David who
ordained the Levites to their office who brought the worship of Yahweh to
its highest perfection and its true fulfillment.”25 David becomes responsible
for the organization of Temple worship. He is intimately connected with the
role of the Levites and the use of psalmody in the worship at the Temple.
This allows David to add new elements to the worship service.26
When David speaks to Solomon regarding the succession, he uses language
similar to that of Moses’ charge to Joshua in Deuteronomy. David says to
Solomon, “You shall succeed, if you observantly carry out the laws and rules
that YHWH charged Moses to lay upon Israel. Be strong and of good courage
[hazak ve-ematz]; do not be afraid or dismayed [al tira ve’al teihat]” (1 Chr.
22:13). Moses had told Joshua “Be strong and of good courage” [hazak veematz] . . . fear not and be not dismayed [lo tira velo teihat]” (Deut. 31:7, 8).
Chronicles acknowledges Moses as having a special relationship with the
Deity. Moses is termed the servant of God [eved ha-Elohim] twice (1 Chr. 6:34
[6:49]; 2 Chr. 24:9); the servant of YHWH [eved YHWH] twice (2 Chr. 1:3;
24:6) and the man of God [ish ha-Elohim] twice (1 Chr. 23:14; 2 Chr. 30:16).
Moses is the servant of YHWH in the Torah (Num. 12:7-8; cf. Ex. 14:31;
Deut. 34:5). Similar imagery also is associated with David. In 1 Chronicles,
God comes to Nathan and two times describes David as “my servant David.”
The text explains that the word of God (Elohim) comes to Nathan, but then
the Deity is termed first as YHWH, and then YHWH Tzvaot (1 Chr. 17:3, 4, 7).
At Josiah’s Passover, as described in 2 Chronicles 35, the slaughtering of
the Passover sacrifice is to be done “according to the word of God given by
Moses [kidvar YHWH b’yad Moshe].” It further states that they followed the
ritual “as prescribed in the scroll of Moses” [kakatuv b’sefer Moshe]” (2 Chr.
35:6, 12). In the wider context, however, the Levites are told to comport
themselves “as prescribed in the writings of King David of Israel and in the
document of his son Solomon [bikhtav David . . . uv’mikhtav Shlomoh]” (2 Chr.
35:4). This is “another point of comparison between the authority of David
and that of Moses, both established by ‘books’.”27
Moses moderated
Parts of David’s history are expurgated; the role of Moses is moderated.
In “general no prominence is given to [Moses] by the Chronicler, for whom
the great climax of his people’s history came with David rather than with the
exodus from Egypt.”28 This stands in contrast to the Deuteronomist who in
Kings praises God and God’s servant Moses who led the people out of
Egypt (1 Kgs. 8:51-53). The Chronicler instead teaches that Israel becomes
God’s people over many years as they develop a relationship, this did not
happen at one specific moment.29 David is a key character in forming the
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ongoing bonds with God. As Gary Knoppers writes, Chronicles “neither
stresses the Exodus and Conquest nor ties these events to the founding of
Israel as a nation . . . [Chronicles] does not associate the Exodus with the
crystallization of Israel’s corporate identity.”30
Nonetheless, the Chronicler has a “place for Moses, as various allusions
throughout the work indicate.”31 Yet, many of the references to Moses touch
on his personal family connections rather than cultic matters.32 For example,
about a fifth (four out of twenty-one Moses references) are associated with
Moses and his family. Mention is made of his father Amram and his siblings
Aaron and Miriam (1 Chr. 5:29 [6:3]); Moses, his father Amram and Aaron (1
Chr. 23:13); and Moses’ children and grandchild (1 Chr. 23:14 ff.; 26:24).
Moses is associated with ritual items on several occasions, the Ark of
God/aron ha-Elohim – 1 Chronicles 15:15; the Tabernacle/mishkan, and the
altar of burnt offerings/mizbah ha-olah) – 21:29; offerings for Sabbath, new
moons and three times a year festivals – 2 Chronicles 8:13; and Passover
offerings – 35:6. Chronicles connects Moses to the cultus, but these are a mere
four citations out of the twenty-one Mosaic references. “Chronistic allusions
to Moses are almost restricted to the ‘Law of Moses.’”33
In principle, the Torah is the ultimate source of the cultus. Yet, Chronicles
moderates the figure of Moses in terms of his connection to the Torah.
There is an emphasis on the Torah as an authoritative book in Chronicles,
perhaps most prominently in 2 Chronicles 34:14, 15, 19 where it is “found”
in the Temple by the priest Hilkiah and brought to King Josiah (cf. 2 Kgs.
22:8 ff.), although here, the text connects the Torah specifically to Moses [sefer
Torat YHWH b’yad Moshe] (2 Chr. 34:14), a designation that is not made in
the earlier report in 2 Kings.34 More often, Chronicles refers to the more
generic Torah of YHWH/Torat YHWH (1 Chr. 16:40; 22:12; 2 Chr. 12:1;
17:9; 31:3, 4; 34:14; 35:26).
Cultic numbers
Chronicles’ specific and limited treatment of Moses dovetails with and
reflects the whole book’s emphasis on Levitical/cultic matters, including sacred
cultic numbers. It is likely that the Chronicler was a Levite (see note 12.) The
Chronicler therefore is very deliberate in the ways and number of times that
he refers to Moses.
The Chronicler knows that the author of Samuel-Kings mentions Moses
twelve (12) times (1 Sam. 12:6, 8; 1 Kgs. 2:3; 8:9, 53, 56; 2 Kgs. 14:6; 18:4, 6,
12; 21:8; 23:25). Twelve in its own right is a favorite biblical number, redolent
with connections to the original tribes, including the tribal offerings in the
desert for the altar (see Num. 7). It is likely that the author of Chronicles
decides not only to nearly double those twelve references, but consciously
sought to reflect that specific number in a certain way, using its digital reverse:
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twenty-one. Twelve (12) is made up of the digits 1-2; twenty-one (21) its
numeric chiasm, 2-1.
Twenty-one is a considerable number, (although a small amount compared
to the more than two hundred fifty references to David). Yet, it appears to be
a purposeful, conscious choice. Twenty-one is three times seven, and both
three and seven are important cultic numbers in the Bible. This adds another
reason why the author of Chronicles, even if not actually a Levite, was sensitive
to the nuances – including certain special numbers in terms – of cultic matters.
These numbers then are a way to underscore the importance of Levites, and
subtly to encourage the concept of a Levitical kind of Covenant between God
and Israel, which is centered at the Temple in Jerusalem, the preeminent locus
point of communication between God and Israel.
Life after Chronicles
In the centuries following the Temple’s destruction in 70 CE, it becomes
clear that rabbinic Judaism has become the norm, and that the Temple will
not be restored in any foreseeable future time. New conditions require new
concepts. Chronicle’s Levitical Covenant as the means to connect God and the
people of Israel falls out of favor. As an emphasis on the Sinai Covenant
replaces that of the Zion Covenant, so the Levitical Covenant also fades.
“Mount Zion fell heir to the legacy of Mount Sinai. Zion became the prime
locus of theophany, the home of YHWH, the seat of his government, from
which he promulgated decrees and at which Israel renewed her partnership in
covenant with him . . . The early traditions emphasize Sinai; the latter ones,
those of David’s time and after, emphasize Zion . . . [yet] the truth is, a quick
reading of the Hebrew Bible leaves one with a larger awareness of Sinai than
Zion. The notion of a Mosaic revelation at Sinai endured . . . In fact, tradition
came to canonize the Mosaic movement, as it did not canonize the DavidicSolomonic.”35
Yet it is not a question of either/or; rather it is a matter of both/and.
Clearly the Sinai Covenant/Mosaic reaches back to the desert Revelation (Mishna
Avot 1.1). Jews continue to read the Torah “given at Sinai” as part of the
weekly, festival, and High Holy Day liturgy. Nonetheless, in Judaism the
Temple and Mt. Zion retain a central role in rituals and theology despite being
destroyed 2000 years ago. Even today, as has been the case for millennia, the
physical direction of prayer is toward Jerusalem, towards the place where the
Temple once stood.
“Those who are outside of the land must face toward the
Land of Israel when they pray, as it is said, They are to ‘pray to
you toward their land, which you gave to their ancestors, the
city that you have chosen, and the house that I have built for
your name’ (1 Kgs 8:48). Those who are in the Land of Israel
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must face toward Jerusalem when they pray, as it is said, ‘and
they pray to you toward this city that you have chosen’ (2 Chr.
6:34). Those who are in Jerusalem must face toward the Temple
when they pray, as it said, ‘and pray toward this house’ (2 Chr.
6:32). Those who are within the Temple must direct their hearts
toward the Holy of Holies when they pray, as it is said, ‘they
pray toward this place’ (2 Chr. 6:26). Thus those who are in the
north must face the south, and those in the south must face
the north, those who are in the east must face the west, and
those in the west must face toward the east; thus all Israel will
pray toward the same place.” (Sifre Deuteronomy, Piska 29).
Levenson suggests that religiously and culturally, the “presence is the
presence of Zion, but the voice is the voice of Sinai.”36 We contend that the
presence is the presence of Zion, but unlike the days of the Chronicler, it is a Zion
without a Temple and Levitical cult, and so in effect, by default the voice is the
voice of Sinai. Nonetheless, close to two and a half millennia ago, for the Chronicler
in his day, it is a kind of Temple-centered Levitical Covenant with David’s prominent
role in its creation that captures his imagination.

Conclusion
The author of Chronicles is well aware of the disparity between the idealized
vision for the restored community in Jerusalem as depicted in Second Isaiah
and the reality the community is facing. He also comprehends that the HaggaiZechariah prophecies are not realized, or are they likely to be in the conceivable
future. Consequently the Chronicler seeks to write a form of revisionist
religious history, a “new” history with a set purpose which is to revitalize,
reinvigorate, and renew Judaism for his audience, namely the returning exiles
from Babylon and their descendants. Chronicles is selective history. For
Chronicles, the pinnacle of Israel’s history is the establishment of the cultus
associated with the Temple in Jerusalem, rather than the Exodus and the
revelation at Sinai or the establishment of the Davidic dynasty. The Chronicler
is mindful of the Davidic dynasty. He accords it honor, yet at no time does
the Chronicler call for an independent monarchy. The Chronicler makes choices
and takes some materials from the Torah and Samuel-Kings, while omitting
other passages. In all likelihood he also had additional, perhaps earlier materials
that were not included in the Masoretic Text. Chronicles therefore is selective
history. A major feature is an abridged version of David’s problematic personal
legacy. Rather what is presented is David’s critical role championing the Levitical
cultus. David as God’s servant transmits traditions, writes down directions,
and makes clear these matters require scrupulous attention. In place of a
Mosaic Sinai Covenant (history and morality), or a Davidic Zion Covenant
(politics and dynasty), the Chronicler focuses on what is never termed, but is
nonetheless a much more Jerusalem-based Levitical Covenant. This Levitical
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Covenant (Temple and ritual), centers on the appropriate functioning of the
cultic personnel. Moses merits recognition; consequently Chronicles features
Moses twenty-one times in this book, in references to both genealogical and
cultic matters. David supersedes Moses in Chronicles; he deserves greater
honor than his predecessor. David’s role as ruler, warrior, and administrator
is noted, yet there is no call for a renewed Davidic dynasty. Chronicles celebrates
instead David’s role as founder of the cultus. Consequently the Levites are
the essential link for the Covenant with God, it is through them that the
people connect with God.
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Abstract
The research on the perspectives of the hosts in short-term missions is
beginning to gain a stronger presence in the literature on short-term missions.
To analyze the hosts’ point of view in short-term missions, this article uses
four theoretical frameworks from the anthropology of tourism that measure
hosts’ attitudes, behaviors, and perceptions of tourism, its development
and impacts. The result is that the hosts may show advocacy, concession,
contention, or resignation towards short-term missions.
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Introduction
Tourism is the world’s largest industry, touching almost every corner of
the globe. Researchers have been interested for decades in studying tourism
and its impacts. Initially, anthropologists avoided studying tourism because
it was thought to be a frivolous pursuit, not worthy of scholarly attention
(Burns 2004; Nash et. al. 1981). A few anthropologists realized that tourism
affected not only markets and economics but it also affected the host
community in multifaceted ways. In 1963, the first anthropological study of
tourism was published by Theron Nunez (1963). He described the economic,
environmental, social, and cultural changes caused by tourism in a rural area
of Mexico.
Tourism researchers in the mid-1970s began to look at local residents’
attitudes, perceptions and behaviors towards tourism (Doxey 1975; Butler
1975). What the locals think and how they behave towards tourism is
significant because they play a vital role in planning and policymaking, tourism
marketing, and the successful growth of the industry. Some descriptive works
brought an initial understanding of local residents’ attitudes, perceptions,
and behaviors towards tourism and its impacts (Allen, Long, Perdue, and
Kieselbach 1988; Boissevain 1979; Murphy 1983; Sheldon and Var 1984).
Even though these works sought the emic voice, they lacked theoretical
orientation with limited reliability and validity measures (Ap 1993). Other
studies are more than descriptive, proposing a theory and framework to
understand the residents’ responses to tourism (Doxy 1975; Butler 1974;
Dogan 1989; Ap and Crompton 1993). Stronza states, “Although a vast
literature exists on the subject of local responses to social changes wrought by
tourists, relatively few studies have explored the attitudes and ideas of local
residents toward outsiders” (Stronza 2001:272).
The purpose of this paper is to use local residents’ responses to tourism
found within the anthropology of tourism to develop a framework to
understand the hosts’ perspectives in short-term missions. Short-term
missions, for the most part, do not have the same magnitude of effects in
the areas of economics, cultural change, population growth, and
environmental change as tourism. Nevertheless, the frameworks in tourism
measuring hosts’ attitudes and behaviors of tourism can correlate with the
hosts’ attitudes and behaviors towards short-term missions. To accomplish
this goal I provide the following. First, an overview is given of the attitudes
and behaviors of the hosts of short-term missions. Second, a brief summary
of the main areas of research in tourism scholarship is provided. Third, I
demonstrate the similarities between tourism and short-term missions. Last,
I look at the theories and frameworks of the local residents’ views of tourism,
for the purposes of developing a possible new way of classifying the attitudes
and behaviors of the hosts’ of short-term missions.
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Short-Term Missions
The research on the perspectives of the local hosts of short-term missions
is thin, yet beginning to gain a small presence in literature (Barr 2003; Birth
2006; Brown 2003; Livermore 2001, 2006; Reese 2007; Terry 2002; Van Engen
2000; Ver Beek 2006; Wood 1998). Three dissertations are solely devoted to
the hosts’ point of view (Barber 2010; Palmatier 2007; Raines 2008). Robert
Priest noted that Americans have studied short-term missions from the
perspective of what short-term missions can accomplish for themselves and
have ignored the insider’s voice. The short-termers have been central in the
analysis, instead of the locals who receive the groups (Priest 2007). His findings
and other perspectives are in the Journal of Latin American Theology (Cerron
2007; Eitzen 2007; Maslucan 2007).
In Ghana and Rwanda, Corrie Baar (2003) interviewed nationals and then
residential missionaries (seven people in ministry and six lay people) who
were involved with short-term missions. The interviewees were mostly
positive in their views of short-term missions because teams helped the local
churches by bringing exposure and attention to them. Seeing the short-termers
working hard and sacrificing to travel were inspiring and some of the hosts
built strong relationships with them. Yet some hosts had negative views, in
that they would prefer short-termers to spend more time and build stronger
relationships with the nationals instead of with fellow short-termers in their
group. The hosts thought most of the short-termers’ evangelism was
unhelpful because they did not understand the local cultural context. Their
teaching methods and illustrations, many times, were misunderstood by the
locals. Their appeals for people to make salvation decisions, of which many
locals appeared to do, were judged to be inauthentic by the locals. Locals were
attracted to events mainly because of the short-termers’ white skin and because
they thought they could access resources through them.
Ronald Barber (2010) looked at hosts of short-term missions in Japan
and found that they have a generally positive view of short-term missions,
yet their views are still ambiguous (2010:174). Some hosts report of the
many failings of short-term missions, while others report of the benefits of
short-term missions in their ministry, outweighing the problems. Often, the
hosts experienced cultural tensions with the short-termers in their home and
to deal with this, the hosts developed “an understanding tolerance for
inappropriate behavior, but they were still painfully aware of what that
behavior looked like to most other Japanese” (2010:146). Hosts found that
if they corrected the short-termers or the group’s behavior, they usually
responded appropriately. The hosts utilized the cultural foreignness of shorttermers as a way to evangelize, creating access points for Japanese Christians
within Japanese culture. When native English speakers are present often
times the Japanese church was granted access to people and places they would

GRIFFIN: LOCAL RESIDENTS’ RESPONSE TO TOURISM AS A FRAMEWORK

137

not usually be allowed to access. Barber calls for a host directed approach to
short-term missions, which includes careful listening, long-term thinking,
cultural awareness, and a focus on relationships. His work also highlights the
work of culture brokers. He says, “One of the significant findings from this
study is that the Japanese mediators are vital to the work of short-term missions
because of the many roles they must fulfill. Without culture brokers, shortterm missions becomes a case of the blind leading the blind” (2010:153).
Lary Brown’s (2003) research focused on the participants’ and receivers’
perspectives of a short-term mission trip and program in 1999 from Seventhday Adventist churches in Oregon who traveled to India for a collaborative
evangelistic campaign. He interviewed two Indian ordained ministers and
three Indian section administrators. The administrators thought that the
wealth of the foreign short-termers in the eyes of the locals was a problem
because many Indians were baptized hoping that material prosperity would
happen and when it does not, they turn away from the faith (2001:180).
Some of the short-termers gave their e-mail addresses and home addresses
to local Indian pastors who later wrote to them asking for financial help. The
host thought that this act should be discouraged because it creates divisions
among the people. The campaign was viewed as something done to the
locals, instead of with the locals. Brown says, “This discredits the local believers
in the eyes of their neighbors and the new members. The local believers and
leaders are somehow inferior to believers from elsewhere” (2001:191-192).
Some thought the short-termers did everything possible to make the gospel
understandable to the Indians, while others advised the short-termers to not
preach from manuscripts, which was confusing for the locals (2001:182).
David Livermore (2001, 2006) found what he calls “conflicting images”,
which are images held by North American short-termers that are completely
different than the perceptions of the Christians who hosts these teams. For
instance, one American displayed urgency, saying “We’ve got to do something.
The window of opportunity is now! The time for change is ripe. We must
seize this opportunity.” The nationals’ thought, “You too quickly get into
the action without thinking through the implications on our churches long
after you go home” (2006:59).
Aaron Palmatier (2007) is a long-term career missionary having been
involved in short-term mission work for twenty-five years and interviewed
thirty-nine pastors in Mexican cities. The positive experiences the Mexican
pastors reported were getting to know foreign Christians, working and
worshiping together, benefits to the ministry of the church, economic help,
evangelism assistance, teaching and training seminars, fulfilling medical needs,
and new locals being attracted by the foreigners. The negative experiences the
Mexican pastors reported were cultural offenses, being unprepared to serve
in a foreign culture and participating in activities in which the local church did
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not want or need. The pastors thought the short-termers hindered the church
by inappropriate behavior, bringing broken items, disrespecting cultural
differences and giving gifts to individuals instead of the church. The major
mistakes made by the short-termers were their lack of understanding of
cultural differences (men with long hair, smoking, wearing shorts), lacking in
Spanish language ability, disrespecting their leaders, and not listening to local
leaders’ advice of do’s and don’ts (2007:21-22). Palmatier thinks that shortterm mission teams must be trained for cultural awareness on their trip
because if they are not, their witness and credibility can be ruined.
Jeffrey Raines (2008) interviewed six laypersons and three local Mexican
pastors who were in partnership with Raines’ church through short-term
missions. He also interviewed nine leaders of the Baptist Convention, not
from North America, who were connected with a worldwide Baptist body.
The hosts’ perceived positive personal benefits when hosting a short-term
mission group, for they were inspired, encouraged, and motivated. This
inspiration came from seeing short-termers sacrifices of time, effort and
money to come and visit them. The interviewees mentioned that church
attendance increased and they acquired access to more homes while doing
evangelism door to door. Negative views of short-term missions (more
came from the Baptist executives than the Mexicans) were general anecdotes,
including unknowingly creating dependence through improper use of
resources, failing to properly communicate or prepare enough, imposing
culture, plans, and opinions onto the nationals, failing to keep promises and
only visiting one time (45, 59, 116). Some executives thought short-term
missions was damaging to their local long-term ministry, self-centered,
culturally offensive and a misguided use of finances (115). No single theme
from the hosts’ perspective stands out in Raines’ work, demonstrating that a
multitude of opinions surround short-term missions work and its
participants. Three viewpoints - enthusiasm, ambivalence, and disdain - were
found in one interview (2008:115).
In Trinidad, Kevin Birth (2006) found that short-term mission participants
did not understand the complex Trinidadian culture, especially
the ethnic differences and Caribbean Hegelianism. Some Trinidadians view
Americans’ wealth as compromising to their spirituality, leading the
Trinidadians to feel that they themselves are better able to minister to fellow
Trinidadians than Americans. This leads to the question Birth asks, “If the
hosts’ evaluation of American spirituality is truthful, and if Americans, in
general, are less equipped to minister to their hosts than their hosts are
equipped to minister to themselves, then what is the justification for a shortterm mission trip?” (2006:503). Trinidadians felt that short-termers’ goals of
winning converts and improving morality in society were limited. Short-term
mission participants failed to realize the longstanding historical presence of
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Christianity in Trinidad. However, Trinidadians witnessed their power
structure inverted when the white Americans engaged in manual labor. Birth
said that this: (1) reversed the historical master/servant relationship in
Trinidad, (2) showed that white Americans are not above people of Trinidad,
and (3) showed how in a certain way Americans are inferior to Trinidadians
(2006:506).
Robert Reese (2007) studied the problem of dependency in two cases:
mission work accomplished by families of the Churches of Christ in
Zimbabwe in 1980 and Southern Baptist mission work in Rhodesia in 1950.
Reese found dependency in both cases. He interviewed a mission executive
who thought that short-term missions created dependency through giving
money, equipment, computers, and cars to pastors with no accountability in
the use of these resources. The church members were surprised to see their
pastor driving a new car and sending his children to expensive schools. Reese
says, “These members become understandably disconnected from their pastor
and his ministry, since he is no longer theirs. They have become powerless
through the good intentions of strangers” (2007:982). Reese thinks that
short-termers seek to accomplish measurable achievements in a short period
of time but do not contemplate the impacts they have on the locals. Shorttermers frequently think they can solve the hosts’ problems, even though
they do not understand the hosts’ situation and this can inadvertently
contribute to a sense of powerlessness and dependency among the hosts. To
overcome these problems, Reese suggests that short-termers should be
adequately trained in cross-cultural sensitivity through learning about the
history, language, religions, and culture of the locals.
Rick Wood (1998) interviewed Steve Saint who described how Auca Indians
of Ecuador became dependent on the projects of short-term missions. The
two projects were constructing a church building and Bible conferences. Saint
said, “The outsiders would bring rice and sugar, and it would be a big festive
occasion. But the Huaorani couldn’t afford rice and they couldn’t get sugar,
so they figured this is something that the outsiders do. So they never have a
Bible conference of their own”. In reference to constructing a church building,
the locals never build one themselves. Saint said, “When I asked them why,
they said, ‘Oh, the outsiders build churches’”. He goes on to say about the
short-termers, “They were not intentionally creating dependency, but people
come in with good intentions to do things, not understanding the context in
which they’re doing them. This undermines the churches and the initiative of
the people” (1998:9).
In El Salvador and South Africa, Stephen Offutt (2011) gathered
ethnographic data, finding two different interactions between short-term
missions and their hosts. Hosts encounter short-term missions “as foreign
objectivated social products, internalize them, and then combine them
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through cognitive exercises with existing local objects they have also internalized
in order to externalize new or adapted social phenomena” (2011:800). In
doing this, they seek to control and recruit short-term missions. They try to
control what short-term missions do on their trips and how they act while
they are in their country. They also mimic short-term missions by creating
their own short-term missions teams, not being passive receivers of shortterm missions but initiators of global flows, leaving their context through
short-term missions. The hosts also maintain weak ties with short-term
missions after they have left, but through this connection, information, people,
and resources flow between one community and another. These become
networks of churches and transnational migratory ties.
Rick Johnson (2000) found that pastors in Mexico thought that the
evangelistic efforts of American short-termers did not produce real followers
of Jesus Christ. The partnerships that the American short-term teams created
with the Mexican pastors sometimes caused the host pastors to compromise
their convictions if they receive financial or material gain from the partnerships.
Johnson says, “Few pastors will speak up or reject these offers of help even if
inside they resent the paternalism and humiliation of being directed by a
group which many times doesn’t speak the language, know the congregation
or understand the community in which they work”. Also the short-termers
unknowingly bring a spirit of materialism to Mexico. As a Mexican pastor
states, “Yes, these groups do stimulate interest amongst the people, but the
interest is of a material nature, not spiritual. Actual spiritual interest diminishes
as a result of these outreaches” (2000:42).
Jo Ann Van Engen (2000) mentions a group of eighteen students who
raised $25,000 to fly to Honduras for a short-term mission trip. She cites a
staff member in a Honduran orphanage whose yearly budget is $45,000. The
staff member said, “The amount that group raised for their week here is
more than half our working budget. We could have done so much with that
money” (2000:20). Van Engen also spoke with a Nicaraguan doctor who
runs a health clinic for poor families and the clinic can barely provide services
to meet the demands. The doctor spends three months preparing for U.S.
medical brigades and confesses that the brigades work accomplishes little but
the doctor hesitates to complain because the U.S. organization that sends the
brigades funds his clinic. These are instances where the hosts’ of these teams
have little say in determining what the mission or medical teams do in their
own local context.
In Honduras after Hurricane Mitch, Kurt Ver Beek (2006) interviewed
people participating in short-term missions, the receivers and the missions.
He sought to determine whether it made a difference to the locals if shorttermers or locals built their house. He interviewed fifteen partner agency
employees and seventy-eight beneficiaries of new houses. Ver Beek found
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that it made no difference in spiritual impact on the locals if short-termers
built the new house or if locals built it. Ver Beek made it clear that he is not
saying that no one’s life changed by having a new home, but that it did not
really matter whether short-termers or locals constructed homes. The
interviewees thought that the short-term mission participants should have
built stronger relationships and spent more time with them. But the recipients
said that they learned things from the groups that they would have never
learned if the short-termers did not come on their trip. Five of six agencies
thought it might have been better if the North Americans stayed home and
simply donated money. Nevertheless, the community members were hesitant to
say no to short-termers coming because they valued the relationships they built.
The Lima Conference
An international conference in 2006 was held in Lima, Peru, focusing on
Latin American viewpoints, perspectives, and experiences of short-term
missions. Those presentations were then published in the Journal of Latin
American Theology in 2007. Four of those papers are summarized here. Martin
Eitzen (2007) surveyed sixty students and teaching staff of the Department
of Theology of the Evangelical University of Paraguay. More than half
surveyed did not know what short-term missions were, demonstrating that
short-term missions are not well known among Paraguayan Christians.
Yet, forty-four percent said they received short-term missions in their church.
Eitzen says, “The results show that Paraguay has had good experiences with
foreign STM visits and consequently has a positive image of said visits”
(2007:38). One local pastor mentioned how numerous people supposedly
converted to Christ because of short-term missions work, but not one became
a member of his church. Seventy-seven percent of the hosts thought that
mission organizations had unlimited resources and they could not
comprehend how the short-termers could pay for the trip themselves. Eitzen
states, “I discovered that most Paraguayan believers are interested in STM
not for the money but for the relationships and friendships this type of
mission enables. This discovery is coherent with Latin American culture,
which is far more relationship-oriented than goal-oriented” (45). He concludes
his paper saying, “On the basis of relationship, we, as Latin American
Christians, would like STM groups to keep coming. Not to teach us how to
evangelize or how to work correctly and efficiently in the church, but to live
with us, get to know us, have fellowship together and thus—living together—
to learn from one another and teach one another” (2007:47).
Again in Peru, Rodrigo Maslucan (2007) had discussions with pastors and
found the motives for short-term missions are love, adventure, tourism,
traveling, and learning from Peruvians or other nationals. Some benefits are
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the relationships built with the participants and the receivers, which sometimes
becomes a long-term relationship. Damaging work happens when shorttermers ignore nationals in working and learning together and if no warm
affection is given towards each party. Maslucan thought it would be better if
locals worked with the short-termers when the short-termers are doing simple
tasks such as sowing grass seed and painting walls. Some host churches hope
for financial support and friendships with short-term missions groups. To
improve short-term missions, he suggests: do not let money become the
motive for imposing or dominating, show interest in learning about the local
context, focus on helping the goals and aims the locals have already determined,
be aware of cultural restrictions (drinking alcohol, dancing, smoking), have
reasonable expectations for the trip, try to not create dependency, avoid making
promises which cannot be kept, and reflect on the role the short-term missions
groups have in the churches they visit. Maslucan calls for a mission plan
birthed in the local host church with aims, objectives, and achievements for
mission trips fitting the local church context, while working in a cooperative
relationship with the sending churches.
Franciso Cerron (2007) is an ordained minister with the Christian and
Missionary Alliance in Peru and he questions the effectiveness of shorttermers going to engage in evangelism where they barely know the language.
He asks whether time would be better spent in language learning and to
perhaps limit the trips to only places where the participants know the language.
Cerron also questions the legitimacy of using foreigners as bait to open up
local doors. He requests that short-term missions start planning more instead
of engaging in religious tourism because the money spent should be used in
an effective way to establish God’s kingdom. He concludes his paper with five
summary observations: (1) short-term missions display a great willingness
for service; (2) many short-term mission groups highly adapt to the national
culture; (3) many short-term missions do not adapt within the group; (4)
short-term mission participants should respect the receiving church; and (5)
often time short-termers show little respect for their own group leader.
Robert Priest (2007) surveyed 551 Protestant pastors in Lima, Peru, finding
that fifty-eight percent of them hosted a short-term missions group. These
pastors were tremendously positive about cooperative relations with shortterm missions groups. Priest wanted to find out why the hosts were extremely
positive about short-term missions work. He states his findings by saying,
“As I have begun to research the Peruvian side of the encounter with visiting
short-term mission groups, it is the desire for linking social capital which
seems to me to be key” (2007:180). This linking social capital for the Peruvians
was found in the aspect of North American short-term missions presence in
towns and communities opening doors for Peruvians that were usually closed
to them. This social capital created opportunities that the Peruvians did not
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have before the short-termers arrived. Priest argues that short-termers are not
brining the gospel to a place where it is not already, but they are bringing and
sharing resources across cultures. Short-term missions create links between
Christians with material and economic resources with others who have less.
The Anthropology of Tourism
Now to turn to a brief overview of the anthropology of tourism and
then show how short-term missions and tourism relate. In the 1970s, a few
pioneering anthropologists researched tourism and pressed for additional
anthropologists to study the topic. The scholars proposed and proved that
tourism could credibly be studied within the social sciences. For instance, in
1973 the journal Annals of Tourism Research was founded, with the first
anthropological work on tourism published in the journal in 1977 (Aspelin).
During the 1970s numerous more works substantiated the credibility of the field
(Aspelin 1977; Cohen 1972, 1973, 1974, 1979; Graburn 1976, 1980; Greenwood
1976; Nash 1978; Pizam 1978; Smith 1976,1977, 1978).
Dominant theories were applied and tested in tourism studies from the
1960s. The acculturation theory of contact between different cultures was of
primary focus and a main theoretical background in the early studies (Graburn
1980; Greenwood 1976; Nash et. al. 1981; Nunez 1963). Cultural
commercialism theory was also applied to tourism, with the view that culture,
rituals, and experiences were packaged, marketed and sold to the outside
tourist (Cohen 1988; de Kadt 1979; Greenwood 1989; Lea 1988; Mathieson
and Wall 1983; McKean 1989; Turner and Ash 1975). Tourism was also
studied as a form of development, promoting it as an avenue for less
developed countries to move themselves to a more prosperous economic
level (Harrison 1992; Lea 1988). In addition to these positions, further research
and publication confirmed the academic acceptability of studying tourism
through anthropology (Burns 1999; Chambers 1997, 2010; Crick 1989;
Graburn 1980, 1983; Nash 1978, 1996; Nash et. al. 1981). By the 1980s and
early 1990s, there were arduous academic debates about the approaches and
theories in the anthropology of tourism. The impression that the
anthropology of tourism was a frivolous study was then abandoned. The
sub-discipline in anthropology has been in development over the last fifty
years and is now recognized as a legitimate field of study in anthropology.
Short-Term Missions and Tourism
How do tourism and short-term missions relate? They relate in four
ways: (1) tourism is a modern ritual, as is short-term missions; (2) the tourist
is similar to the short-termer; (3) the terms host and guest are from
anthropology, which short-term missions researchers applied to their goer/
receiver framework; and (4) tourism has economic, social, and cultural impacts
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on the communities in which it is developed, similar to the way that shortterm missions has impacts on their hosts.
Tourism is a modern ritual, just like short-term missions. A prominent
tourism scholar, MacCannell, defines tourism as a “modern ritual’ in which
people seek to get “away from it all,” with the “it all” being primary obligations
of society (MacCannell 1976:23). These obligations include study, family,
employment, and community or religious responsibilities. People voluntarily
pursue escape from these obligations through travelling to a place away from
their regular responsibilities. Tourism is a break from the structure of ordinary
life. Tourism is a set of non-normal activities, with it being short in its
duration, contrasted with longer periods of everyday life. Nelson Graburn
(1977) sees tourism as a ritual and a sacred journey, as he uses Durkheim’s
(1915) notions of sacred and profane. Likewise, Victor Turner (1970) uses
van Gennep’s (1908) knowledge of people moving through one stage of life
to the next.
Tourism, like a ritual, involves rites of passage, with three main stages:
separation, liminality, and reincorporation (Dann et al. 1988; Graburn 1983).
A tourist separates themselves from their ordinary life. As they separate, they
experience liminality, a period of time having different characteristics then
their life before and after this liminal state. “Liminal entities are neither here
nor there; they are betwixt and between the positions assigned and arrayed by
law, custom, convention, and ceremony” (Turner 1970:95). In liminality, the
tourist bonds with others who proceed with them on the trip. During this
bonding period in liminality a new society forms between the people of this
special group. One reason people bond is because the time period transcends
normal life, removing their status in their regular social structures. This stage
has an almost sacred component as people leave ordinary life for a period of
time and enter a new period.
It is best to not draw hard and fast lines between the differences of
tourism and rites of passage. As Turner and Turner say, “A tourist is half a
pilgrim, if a pilgrim is half a tourist. Even when people bury themselves in
anonymous crowds on beaches, they are seeking an almost sacred often
symbolic, mode of communitas, generally unavailable to them in the
structured life of the office, the shop floor or the mine” (1978:20). Graburn
is of this conviction also, “One is led to the conclusion that there is no hard
and fast dividing line between pilgrimage and tourism, that even when the
role of pilgrim and tourist are combined, they are necessarily different but
form a continuum of inseparable elements” (Graburn 1983).
What is the relationship between tourism as a ritual and short-term
missions? Short-term missions, like tourism, also contain three stages:
separation, liminality, and reincorporation (Hull 2004; Howell and Dorr 2007).
Short-termers separate themselves from their ordinary life for a short period
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of time. A person who travels on a short-term mission trip separates
themselves from their home, work, and place of familiarity, travelling to a
different context. Short-termers enter liminality in the new context, with the
languages of the hosts, the food, and the sights, sounds, and smells being
different than their home. This can cause a state of confusion and disarray, so
they bond to their fellow short-termers and the locals with whom they interact.
They return home, reintegrating into their ordinary lives. Other short-term
missions researchers promote that short-term missions is structurally similar
to tourism and that tourism is an appropriate framework through which to
study short-term missions (Adeney 2006; Barber 2010; Lee 2011; Park 2007;
Priest 2007; Hong 2011; Howell 2012; Howell and Dorr 2007).
A second connection between tourism and short-term missions is that
the tourist and the short-termer are similar. In defining what a tourist does,
Smith says, “In general, a tourist is a temporary leisured person who voluntarily
visits a place away from home for the purpose of experiencing a change”
(1989:1). Three elements must transpire for the tourist to travel: leisure time,
discretionary income, and positive local sanctions. If a person is going to
travel, they need leisure time. The tourist also needs discretionary income,
which is not used for essentials (clothing, food, housing, and transportation);
however the money is saved, providing the ability to travel. Then, positive
sanctions mean that travel is viewed in the tourist’s mind as a positive
aspiration (1989:1-3). Those three elements are also needed for a person to
travel on a short-term mission trip. They need leisure time to go to another
context. They need personal extra income or an avenue to source their trip.
Last, the short-term mission trip must be a positive aspiration for them.
They must be motivated to proceed on a cross-cultural trip, going outside of
their comfort zone.
The third connection between tourism and short-term missions are the
descriptive terms they use of hosts and guests. In the anthropology of
tourism, hosts and guests are applied to tourism to understand the local
residents (hosts) and the tourists themselves (guests). Following the works
of Durkheim and Levi-Strauss, researchers use this structural paradigm to
understand tourism (Burns 2004; Dann, Nash and Pearce 1988; Nash et. al.
1981; Smith 1977, 1989).
Some think that it is impossible to identify a host community because the
term community is too divergent to adequately describe a certain group of
people. They suggest the terms hosts and guests are an unhelpful framework
for tourism (Abram 1997; Aramberri 2001; Knight 1996). They argue that
tourists do not stay in locals’ houses and they may not even speak with a local
on the whole trip. The tourist stays in a hotel owned by a non-resident, eats
similar food to that at home and the contact between the tourists and the
locals is minimal. Therefore, they think that descriptive terms of host and
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guest are not always an accurate description of the relationship between the
parties. The host and guest framework is sometimes lacking in describing the
complex process of tourism. For instance, tourism is highly mediated with
people and institutions that do not fit into the framework of host and guest.
However, even though the descriptive terms of host/guest and goer/
receiver sometimes fail to describe the mediated activities in tourism, they are
still utilized in this paper to describe the activities of short-term missions.
These descriptive terms in short-term missions are borrowed from the
anthropology of tourism and are still helpful in understanding short-term
missions, even if short-term missions is a mediated activity with other actors
outside the host/guest framework. Short-term missions’ authors use these
terms (Howell 2012; Peterson et al. 2003; Priest 2007b). This paper is not the
first suggesting that tourism studies can be utilized to analyze short-term
missions, as the previous works suggest. The hope is to further the analysis
of short-term missions through existing frameworks and theories in tourism
studies.
The last way that short-term missions are similar to tourism is that they
both have economic, social, and cultural impacts on the communities in
which it is developed (tourism) or to where they go (short-term missions).
The first paper published on the anthropology of tourism (Nunez 1963)
described the economic, environmental, as well as social and cultural changes
caused by tourism in a rural area of Mexico. Change happened in that culture
was being commercialized, with goods, places, houses, and experiences all for
sale. Locals who had not known higher levels of wealth were now competing
with their community for access to this new source of wealth.
Tourism was initially thought to have unlimited growth potential (Crick
1989) and provide a way to bring advanced economic development to all
geographical areas (de Kadt 1979). Anthropologists found economic
development concerns at the local level, with one being that tourism shifted
the local economy away from small productions, such as farming, to wage
labor (Mansperger 1995; Oliver-Smith 1989). As the local economy changed,
locals sought employment opportunity in tourism, but when the number
of tourists subsided years later, it left the locals with few sustainable jobs.
Another problem occurred when higher levels of wealth entered the host
communities causing social contention (Stronza 2001).
The difference between the impacts of tourism and short-term missions
are large, yet there are correlations between the two. Short-term missions
bring economic impacts when they give financial gifts to church leaders or buy
them computers and cars. When a large building is constructed through
outside resources, this will have an impact on the community. Some found
or propose that short-term missions have the social impact of dependency
(Raines 2008; Johnson 2000; Reese 2007; Wood 1998).
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Theories of Residents’ Perceptions of Tourism
Reviewed here are four theoretical frameworks of the resident’s attitudes,
behaviors, and perceptions towards tourism, its development, and impacts.
1. Doxey’s Irridex
This prominent framework is one of the earliest theories to categorize
residents’ perceptions (Doxey 1975). The theory is entitled the ‘Index of
Tourist Irritation,’ otherwise known as the ‘Irridex.’ The unidirectional fourstage theory seeks to explain the local community’s responses to tourism
development. Doxey discovered that as tourism increases, the residents, many
times, become more irritated with the tourists. The residents’ views advance
from euphoria, to apathy, to annoyance, and then finally to antagonism. This
framework allows for dynamism by noting that social impacts change and
evolve over time. This model provides an initial contribution towards
understanding residents’ views towards tourism development, yet it has a
few difficulties. One difficulty is the assumption of the homogeneity of the
community, for a community can hold multiple perceptions of tourism at
the same time. It is almost impossible to state that the whole community
falls into one of these categories. The other difficulty is the unidirectional
response to tourism. Individual experiences could cause movements from
euphoria to antagonism (missing apathy or annoyance) or movements from
antagonism to euphoria, but Doxey ignores this possibility.
Figure 1 - Causation Theory of Visitor-Resident Irritants (Doxey 1975)
Stage One

Euphoria. Residents are initially enthusiastic towards tourism
development. Little planning happens in this stage.

Stage Two

Apathy. Residents start to take tourism for granted. The contact
and planning between residents and outsiders become formal
and arranged.

Stage Three Annoyance. As the locals’ area becomes inundated with tourism,
the residents do not have the capacity to handle the increased
volume of tourism. Policy makers usually think of increasing
the infra-strucuture instead of limiting the tourism growth.
Stage Four

Antagonism. The final stage occurs with the irritations of the
residents becoming blatant. The outside tourist is viewed as the
cause of all problems. Mutual politeness gives way to
antagonism.

2. Butler’s Dynamic Matrix
Butler’s theory (1974) seeks to explain the attitudes and behavioral
responses of the host community to tourism. This framework is a dynamic
four-cell model, proposing that attitudes towards tourism are either negative
or positive, while their behavior can be active or passive. Regarding any issue,
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a resident’s attitude may be negative or positive and their behavior may be
active or passive. Hence, four groupings are conceivable:
• Active-positive. Aggressively in favor of a certain position.
• Active-negative. Aggressively opposing something.
• Passive-positive. Passively accepting and agreeing with something.
• Passive-negative. Resigned acceptance of something.
Behavior

Slight acceptance of and
support of tourism





Attitude








Positive


Aggressive promotion
and support of tourism











Aggressive opposition
to tourism

Passive





Active

Silent acceptance but
opposition to tourism

Negative

Figure 2. Butler’s Dynamic Matrix

The weakness of this model is that it does not show any anticipated directional
change over time like Doxey’s Irridex, nor does it allow a neutral category. The
strengths of this model are that it takes into account individual responses to
tourism, the opinions of the residents can be explained in four different
ways, and it does not assume a homogeneous community.
3. Dogan’s Framework
Dogan’s theory (1989) focused on explaining the coping strategies of
indigenous people as they reacted to international tourism development.
This framework focuses on the locals’ responses to the impacts of tourism
instead of attitudes. Similar to Butler, Dogan sees the impacts of tourism as
either positive or negative in the eyes of the local residents. The community
falls into these categories in response to tourism: resistance, retreatism,
boundary maintenance, revitalization and adoption. This model realizes the
heterogeneity of the host community and notes the different responses to
tourism. The strength of this model is that it does not assume a unidirectional
response to tourism, but that the resident’s perceptions can proceed in varied
directions. It suggests that all four reactions are possible at any time or stage
of tourism development. This is the reverse of Doxey’s Irridex, which
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suggests that the initial response will be euphoria, when Dogan suggested
that any response is possible in the beginning stages and any time afterwards.


Retreatism
















Boundary maintenance



Resistance

Revitalization and adoption

Figure 3. Dogan’s Framework
4. Ap and Crompton’s Framework
Ap and Crompton (1993) sought to find residents’ responses to tourism
in four Texas communities. They suggest four different responses to tourism
by creating a continuum: embracement, tolerance, adjustment, and withdrawal.
Their model is similar to Doxey’s model and Butler’s matrix. The authors
realize that the framework is not static and rigid, acknowledging that there are
a multitudinous number of perceptions of tourism from the residents.
They do not suggest a unidirectional response to tourism in communities.
Figure 4 - Continuum of Resident Strategies
Embracement. Residents show an excited acceptance of tourism.
Tolerance. Residents show some ambivalence towards tourism.
Adjustment. Residents adapt their schedule to avoid the difficulties
tourists can create.
Withdrawal. Residents temporarily remove themselves from the
community.

These theories of residents’ attitudes and behaviors towards tourism provide
the starting point for theorizing about the host communities’ view of shortterm missions. The literature of short-term missions does not have any
theories placing the hosts’ responses on a continuum. I propose a framework
combining elements from these models to chart the possible attitudes and
responses of hosts of short-term mission.
To construct this chart, Butler’s matrix is the main chart, with hosts being
active or passive in their behavior towards short-term missions and their
attitudes being either positive or negative. Within the four possible responses
of behaviors and attitudes, Doxey’s, Dogan’s, and Ap and Crompton’s
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continuum fit (see combined matrix below). Hosts active in behavior and
positive in attitude (top left box) are in a state of euphoria, embracement or
adoption towards short-term missions. Hosts who are passive in behavior
and positive in attitude (top right box) are in a state of apathy, tolerance or
retreatism. In the bottom half of the chart, hosts are active in their behavior
with a negative attitude (bottom left box), reflecting annoyance. Lastly, hosts
with passive behavior and a negative attitude (bottom right box) are in a state
of antagonism, withdrawal or resistance.
Behavior
Passive



Tolerance (Ap and
Crompton)



Apathy (Doxey)

Embracement (Ap and
Crompton)



Euphoria (Doxey)

Revitalization and adoption
(Butler)

Retreatism (Butler)

Aggressive promotion and
support of (Dogan)













Aggressive opposition to
(Dogan)





Boundary maintenance (Butler)

Slight acceptance of and
support of (Dogan)
Antagonism (Doxey)





Adjustment (Ap & Crompton)



Annoyance (Doxey)

Positive

Withdrawal (Ap and
Crompton)

Negative





Active

Attitude

Resistance (Butler)
Silent acceptance but
opposition to (Dogan)

Figure 5. Combined Matrix of Hosts’ Attitudes and Behaviors toward
Short-Term Missions

I suggest the following in this combined theory: (1) the host community
may have a heterogeneous response; (2) hosts’ responses may not be
unidirectional; (3) individual’s in the same host community may fall in different
quadrants; (4) all four reactions are possible at any time or stage of the
partnership with short-termers; (5) the framework is not static and inflexible;
(6) any response is possible in the beginning or subsequent stages. I am not
looking at how short-term missions handle long-term humanitarian crises.
The local people in these situations need long-term support and are in a
much different position than locals who host short-term mission and are
not facing life or death circumstances.
Looking at each quadrant, it is possible to adapt the previous theories to
develop a new possible matrix that describes the attitudes and behaviors,
whether they are positive or negative, of the hosts’ response to short-term
missions.
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Passive


Advocacy

Concession

(Baar 2003; Barber 2010; Birth
2006; Brown 2003; Cerron
2007; Eitzen 2007; Maslucan
2007; Offutt 2011; Palmatier
2007; Raines 2008; Priest 2007;
Ver Beek 2006)

(Raines 2008; Reese 2007;
Wood 1998)

Positive



Contention

Resignation

(Baar 2003; Barber 2010;
Birth 2006; Brown 2003;
Cerron 2007; Palmatier
2007; Raines 2008;
van Engen 2000)

(Johnson 2003)

Attitude





Active
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Negative

Figure 6. Griffin Matrix of Hosts’ Attitudes and Behaviors toward ShortTerm Missions
The four different categories are advocacy, concession, contention, and
resignation. If hosts have positive attitudes and behaviors towards shortterm missions (top left quadrant) they willingly embrace them into their
church and its activities, showing advocacy for short-term missions. The hosts
may not approve of everything that the short-termers do but they are still
overwhelmingly positive in their view of them. Most researchers found the
hosts to be advocates in strong support of short-term missions (Baar 2003;
Barber 2010; Birth 2006; Brown 2003; Cerron 2007; Eitzen 2007; Maslucan
2007; Offutt 2011; Palmatier 2007; Raines 2008; Priest 2007; Ver Beek 2006).
Many times, hosts are advocates of short-term missions because the teams
provide them with access to places that they would generally not be able to
access (Barber 2010; Raines 2008; Priest 2007). The hosts are encouraged by
the sacrifice of short-termers with their time and resources in travelling and
the hosts enjoy watching them partake in physical labor, as well as enjoying
the relationships they make (Baar 2003; Birth 2006; Eitzen 2007; Offutt 2011;
Palmatier 2007; Raines 2008; Ver Beek 2006).
If the hosts are positive in their attitude but passive in their behavior
(top right quadrant), it could be said that they show concession towards
short-term missions. They are optimistic yet laissez-faire in their actions
towards short-term missions. This concession can be witnessed through
short-term missions creating dependency (Raines 2008; Johnson 2000; Reese
2007; Wood 1998). Or at other times, the hosts have little say in who will
come to their area and for how long they will stay, so they have a sort of
forced concession (Van Engen 2000).
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Hosts can also be negative in their attitude, but active in their behavior
(bottom left quadrant), as they oppose short-term missions or some of its
negative effects. They display contention with the short-termers. This is exhibited
with the hosts viewing the evangelistic efforts of the short-termers as
unhelpful, ineffective, and creating problems (Baar 2003; Cerron 2007; Eitzen
2007; Johnson 2000). Hosts show contention towards the cultural offences
of the short-termers (Barber 2010; Raines 2008). In Mexico, Palmatier found
that hosts were very upset when male short-termers wore shorts, or if some
of them had long hair or smoked. It was also offensive to see them arguing
or disrespecting their own leadership, or not complying with the hosts’ simple
list of dos and don’ts in their culture (2007). There is also contention with
wealth that short-termers bring and with the problems this creates (Birth
2008; Brown 2003; Palmatier 2007; Raines 2008; Van Engen 2000). Sometimes
one local receives a larger gift of money than someone else, or the hosts are
upset at how the money was given to someone (a public display or in private).
Finally, if the hosts are negative in their attitude and passive in their
behavior (bottom right quadrant), they show resignation towards short-term
missions. They have relinquished their responsibility towards short-term
missions and in silent frustration they allow them to continue. Resignation,
from what I can tell does happen in short-term missions, but it seems rare
for the hosts to display this attitude and behavior. However, Johnson (2000)
did find pastors who do not speak up if they are being treated paternalistically.
Conclusion with Missiological Implications
Two implications are drawn from proposing to use local residents’
responses to tourism found within the anthropology of tourism to develop
a framework to understand the hosts’ perspectives in short-term missions.
First, the anthropology of tourism is replete with resources to further
researchers’ understandings of short-term missions. The theories and
frameworks from tourism studies overviewed here are only a small piece of
the plethora of tourism studies available. Numerous other subjects in
tourism, such as tourist motivation, who is a tourist, tourist typologies,
authenticity, and emic and etic distinctions in tourism could be correlated
with and applied to short-term missions. These subjects are basically
untouched by the literature on short-term missions. Second, the hosts’ point
of view in short-term missions is a vital perspective. People involved in the
research of short-term missions should continue to find this emic perspective.

GRIFFIN: LOCAL RESIDENTS’ RESPONSE TO TOURISM AS A FRAMEWORK

153

Works Cited
Adeney, Miriam
2006
“Shalom Tourist: Loving Your Neighbor While Using Her.”
Missiology (34:4): 463–476.
Allen, Lawrence, Patrick Long, Richard Perdue, and Scott Kieselbach
1988
“The Impact Of Tourism Development On Residents’ Perceptions
Of Community Life.” Journal of Travel Research (27:1): 16.
Ap, John, and John L. Crompton
1993 “Residents’ Strategies for Responding to Tourism Impacts.” Journal
of Travel Research (32:1) : 47–50.
Aramberri, Julio
2001 “The Host Should Get Lost: Paradigms in the Tourism Theory.”
Annals of Tourism Research (28:3): 738–761.
Aspelin, Paul L.
1977 “The Anthropological Analysis of Tourism. Indirect Tourism and
Political Economy in the Case of the Mamainde of Mato Grosso,
Brazil.” Annals of Tourism Research (4:3): 135–160.
Baar, Corrie L.
2003 “Short-term Student Missions and the Needs of Nationals”. M.A.
Thesis, Denver Seminary.
Barber, Ron
2010 Experiences and Perspectives of Japanese Serving as Culture Brokers for
Short-Term Missions in Japan. Ph.D. dissertation, Chicago, IL: Trinity
International University.
Birth, Kevin
2006 “What Is Your Mission Here? A Trinidadian Perspective on Visits
from the ‘Church of Disneyland’.” Missiology (34:4): 497–508.
Boissevain, Jeremy
1979 “The Impact of Tourism on a Dependent Island. Gozo, Malta.”
Annals of Tourism Research (6:1): 76–90.
Brown, Lary E.
2003 A Program for Congregation-based Short-term International Evangelistic
Campaigns. D.Min. dissertation, MI: Andrews University.
Burns, Georgette Leah
2004 “Anthropology and Tourism: Past Contributions and Future
Theoretical Challenges.” Anthropological Forum (14:1): 5–22.
Burns, Peter
1999 An Introduction to Tourism and Anthropology. London; New York:
Routledge.
Butler, R. W.
1974 “The Social Implications of Tourist Developments.” Annals of
Tourism Research 2 (2): 100–111.

154

The Asbury Journal

68/2 (2013)

Cerron, Franciso
2007 “Short-Term Missions: An Initial Assessment From Experience.”
Journal of Latin American Theology: Christian Reflections from the Latino
South (2:2): 33–47.
Chambers, Erve
1997 Tourism and Culture: An Applied Perspective. Albany, NY: State
University of New York Press.
2010

Native Tours: The Anthropology of Travel and Tourism. 2nd ed. Long
Grove, IL: Waveland Press.

Cohen, Erik
1972 “Toward a Sociology of International Tourism.” Social Research: An
International Quarterly (39:1): 164–182.
1973

“Nomads from Affluence: Notes on the Phenomenon of DrifterTourism.” International Journal of Comparative Sociology (14:1): 89.

1974

“Who Is a Tourist?: A Conceptual Clarification.” The Sociological
Review (22:4): 527–555.

1979

“Rethinking the Sociology of Tourism.” Annals of Tourism Research
(6:1): 18–35.

1988

“Authenticity and Commoditization in Tourism.” Annals of Tourism
Research (15:3): 371–386.

Crick, Malcolm
1989 “Representations of International Tourism in the Social Sciences:
Sun, Sex, Sights, Savings, and Servility.” Annual Review of
Anthropology (18:1): 307–344.
Dann, Graham, Dennison Nash, and Philip Pearce
1988 “Methodology in Tourism Research.” Annals of Tourism Research 15: 1–28.
De Kadt, Emanuel Jehuda
1979 Tourism–Passport to Development?/ : Perspectives on the Social and
Cultural Effects of Tourism in Developing Countries. New York, NY:
Oxford University Press.
Department of Geography
1975 “Tourism as an Agent of Social Change in Tourism as a Factor in
National and Regional Development.” Department of Geography,
Trent University, Peterborough Occasional Paper 4: 85–90.
Dogan, H. Z.
1989 “Forms of Adjustment: Sociocultural Impacts of Tourism.” Annals
of Tourism Research (16:2): 216–236.
Doxey, G. V.
1975 “A Causation Theory of Visitor-resident Irritants: Methodology and
Research Inferences.” In Travel and Tourism Research Association Sixth
Annual Conference Proceedings. San Diego, CA.

GRIFFIN: LOCAL RESIDENTS’ RESPONSE TO TOURISM AS A FRAMEWORK

155

Durkheim, Emile
1915 Elementary Forms of Religious Life. London: Free Press.
Eitzen, Martin Hartwig
2007 “Short-term Missions: A Latin American Perspective.” Journal of
Latin American Theology: Christian Reflections from the Latino South
(2:2): 33–47.
Graburn, Nelson
1976 Eskimo Art: The Eastern Canadian Arctic.
1977

“Tourism: The Sacred Journey.” In Hosts and Guests: The Anthropology
of Tourism, edited by Valene L. Smith, 21–36. Philadelphia, PA:
University of Pennsylvania Press.

1980

“Teaching the Anthropology of Tourism.” International Social Science
Journal (32:1): 56.

1983

To Pray, Pay, and Play: The Cultural Structure of Japanese Domestic
Tourism. Aix-en-Provence: Centre Des Hautes études Touristiques.

Greenwood, Davydd J.
1976 “Tourism as an Agent of Change: A Spanish Basque Case.” Annals
of Tourism Research (3:3): 128–142.
1989

“Culture by the Pound: An Anthropological Perspective on Tourism
as Culture Commoditization.” In Hosts and Guests: The Anthropology
of Tourism, 2:171–185. Philadelphia, PA: University of
Pennsylvania Press.

Harrison, David
1992 Tourism and the Less Developed Countries. New York, NY: Halsted Press.
Hong, Sokpyo
2011 The Impact of Short-term Mission Trips on Interracial and Interethnic
Attitudes Among Korean American Church Members. Ph.D. dissertation,
IL: Trinity International University.
Howell, Brian M.
2012 Short-term Mission: An Ethnography of Christian Travel Narrative and
Experience. Downers Grove, IL: IVP Academic.
Howell, Brian, and Rachel Dorr
2007 “Evangelical Pilgrimage: The Language of Short-Term Missions.”
Journal of Communication & Religion (30:2): 236–265.
Hull, John Kenneth
2004 “Faith Development through Crosscultural Interaction and
Liminality: Bonding to the Meaning of Scripture through the
Short-term Mission Experiences”. D. Miss., Asbury Theological
Seminary.

156

The Asbury Journal

68/2 (2013)

Johnson, Kevin
2003 Mission Trip Prep Kit Leader’s Guide: Complete Preparation for Your
Students’ Cross-cultural Experience. Grand Rapids, MI: Zondervan.
Johnson, Rick
2000 “Going South of the Border for a Short-Term?: Understanding the
Pitfalls and Proposing Healthy Guidelines for Short Term Work in
Mexico.” Mission Frontiers 22 (3): 40–44.
Kadt, Emanuel Jehuda De
1979 Tourism–passport to Development?: Perspectives on the Social and Cultural
Effects of Tourism in Developing Countries. New York, NY: Oxford
University Press.
Knight, J.
1996
Lea, John
1988

“Competing Hospitalities in Japanese Rural Tourism.” Annals of
Tourism Research (23:1): 165–180.
Tourism and Development in the Third World. London; New York:
Routledge.

Lee, Yoon Jung
2011 Mission Travelers: Relationship-building and Crosscultural Adaptation.
Ph.D. dissertation, TX: Texas A&M University.
Livermore, David
2001 The Emperor’s New Clothes: Experiences of Stateside Church Leaders
Who Train Cross-culturally. Ph.D. dissertation, MI: Michigan State
University.
2002

Serving with Eyes Wide Open: Doing Short-Term Missions with Cultural
Intelligence. Grand Rapids, MI: Baker Books.

2006

Serving with Eyes Wide Open/ : Doing Short-term Missions with Cultural
Intelligence. Grand Rapids, MI: Baker Books.

MacCannell, Dean
1976 The Tourist: a New Theory of the Leisure Class. New York: Shocken.
Mansperger, Mark C.
1995 “Tourism and Cultural Change in Small-scale Societies.” Human
Organization (54:1): 87–94.
Maslucán, Rodrigo
2007 “Short-term Missions: Analysis and Proposals.” Journal of Latin
American Theology (2:2): 139–158.
Mathieson, Alister, and Geoffrey Wall
1983 “Tourism: Economic, Physical, and Social Impacts.” Journal of
Travel Research (22:1): 51.

GRIFFIN: LOCAL RESIDENTS’ RESPONSE TO TOURISM AS A FRAMEWORK

157

McKean, Philip Frick
1989 “Towards a Theoretical Analysis of Tourism: Economic Dualism
and Cultural Involution in Bali.” In Hosts and Guests: The
Anthropology of Tourism, 2nd ed. Philadelphia, PA: University of
Pennsylvania Press.
Murphy, Peter E.
1983 “Perceptions and Attitudes of Decision-making Groups in Small
Tourism Centers.” Journal of Travel Research (21:3): 8–12.
Nash, Dennison
1978 “An Anthropological Approach to Tourism.” Studies in Third World
Societies (6): 133–152.
1996 Anthropology of Tourism. Kidlington, Oxford: Pergamon; Tarrytown,
NY: Elsevier Science.
Nash, Dennison, Anne V. Akeroyd, John J. Bodine, Erik Cohen, Graham Dann,
Dymphna Hermans, Jafar Jafari, et al.
1981 “Tourism as an Anthropological Subject [and Comments and
Reply].” Current Anthropology (22:5): 461–481.
Nunez, Theron A.
1963 “Tourism, Tradition, and Acculturation: Weekendismo in a Mexican
Village.” Ethnology (2:3): 347–352.
Offutt, Stephen
2011 “The Role of Short-Term Mission Teams in the New Centers of
Global Christianity.” Journal for the Scientific Study of Religion (4): 796.
Oliver-Smith, Anthony, Francisco Judao Arrones, and Jose Lison Arcal
1989 “Tourist Development and the Struggle for Local Resource
Control.” Human Organization (48:4): 345.
Palmatier, Aaron
2007 An Examination and Analysis of North American Short-term Missions to
Mexico from the Perspective of the Mexican Pastor. D. Miss. dissertation,
Portland, OR: Western Seminary.
Park, Kyeong-Sook
2007 Researching the Effect of Short-term Missions Experience on Paternalism
Among Students from Selected Christian Colleges in the United States.
Ph.D. dissertation, IL: Trinity Evangelical Divinity School.
Peterson, Roger P., Gordon D. Aeschliman, R. W. Sneed, and Kim Hurst
2003 Maximum Impact Short-term Mission: the God-commanded, Repetitive
Deployment of Swift, Temporary, Non-professional Missionaries.
Minneapolis, MN: STEM Press.
Pi-Sunyer, Oriol
1989 “Through Native Eyes: Tourists and Tourism in a Catalian Maritime
Community.” In Hosts and Guests: The Anthropology of Tourism, 2nd
ed. Philadelphia, PA: University of Pennsylvania Press.

158

The Asbury Journal

68/2 (2013)

Pizam, Abraham, Yoram Neumann, and Arie Reichel
1978 “Dimentions of Tourist Satisfaction with a Destination Area.”
Annals of Tourism Research (5:3): 314–322.
Priest, Robert J.
2007 “Introduction: Short-term Missions and the Latin American
Church.” Journal of Latin American Theology 2 (2): 7–20.
2007a “Introduction: Short-term Missions and the Latin American
Church.” Journal of Latin American Theology (2:2): 7–20.
2007b “Peruvian Churches Acquire ‘Linking Social Capital’ Through STM
Partnerships.” Journal of Latin American Theology (2:2): 175–189.
2008

Effective Engagement in Short-term Missions: Doing It Right. Evangelical
Missiological Society Series: No. 16. Pasadena, CA: William Carey
Library.

Raines, Jeffrey A.
2008 “An International Perspective on Short-term Missions”. D.Min.,
New Jersey: Princeton Theological Seminary.
Reese, Robert
2007 “Short-Term Missions and Dependency.” World Mission Associates
Research (24:4): 982–984.
Sheldon, Pauline J., and Turgut Var
1984 “Resident Attitudes to Tourism in North Wales.” Tourism
Management 5: 40–47.
Smith, Valene L. ed.
1989 Hosts and Guests: The Anthropology of Tourism. 2nd ed. Philadelphia,
PA: University of Pennsylvania Press.
Smith, Valene
1976 “Tourism and Cultural Change: A Symposium.” Annals of Tourism
Research (3:3): 122–126.
1977

“Recent Research on Tourism and Cultural Change.” Annals of
Tourism Research (4:3): 129–134.

1978

Tourism and Behavior. Williamsburg, VA: Department of
Anthropology, College of William and Mary.

Stronza, Amanda
2001
“Anthropology of Tourism: Forging New Ground for Ecotourism
and Other Alternatives.” Annual Review of Anthropology 30: 261–283.
Terry, Douglas Wayne
2002 Short-termers over the Long Run: Assessing Missional Effectiveness of
Non-career, Mid-term Nazarene Missionaries. D.Miss. dissertation, KY:
Asbury Theological Seminary.
Turner, Louis, and John Ash
1975 The Golden Hordes: International Tourism and the Pleasure Periphery.
New York, NY: St. Martin’s Press.

GRIFFIN: LOCAL RESIDENTS’ RESPONSE TO TOURISM AS A FRAMEWORK

159

Turner, Victor
1970 The Ritual Process: Structure and Anti-structure. London: Routledge &
Kegan Paul.
Turner, Victor, and Edith L. B. Turner
1978 Image and Pilgrimage in Christian Culture: Anthropological Perspectives.
New York: NY: Columbia University Press.
Van Engen, Jo Ann
2000 “The Cost of Short-term Missions.” Other Side (January).
Van Gennep, Arnold
1908 The Rites of Passage. Chicago: Chicago UniversityPress.
Ver Beek, Kurt Alan
2006 “The Impact of Short-term Missions: a Case Study of House
Construction in Honduras After Hurricane Mitch.” Missiology
(34:4): 477–495.
Waldren, Jacqueline, et al.
1997 Tourists and Tourism: Identifying with People and Places. Oxford; New
York: Berg.
Wood, Rick
1998 “Fighting Dependency Among the Aucas: An Interview with Steve
Saint.” Mission Frontiers (20:5-6): 8–15.

The Asbury Journal 68/2:160-164
© 2013 Asbury Theological Seminary

From the Archives: Methodist Camp Meetings and Revival
Rising out of the field preaching of the Wesleys, and combined with the
wild ruggedness of the American frontier, circuit riders carried the gospel
from place to place in early American history. Preaching in the open air became
a regular event for some. By 1801 the Cane Ridge Camp meeting in Cane
Ridge, Kentucky propelled the camp meeting movement onto the
international scene. By 1820, Methodists were holding around 500 camp
meetings a year.1

Unknown Camp Meeting with Tents
While this has often been viewed as a frontier movement, some argue that
it is more historically situated in the Second-Great Awakening, and often in
conjunction with Methodist Quarterly Meetings in the mid-Atlantic region.2
But whether a frontier movement or a mid-Atlantic Methodist revival, these
highly emotional, almost spontaneous events attracted a great deal of
attention. Since publicity travelled by word of mouth and travel was often
arduous, these religious meetings would last for multiple days and so people
often pitched tents to stay for the entire event. In some cases these became
annual events at the same locations and people began to build simple, rustic
meeting places, often including a tabernacle and cabins. By the 1830’s such
permanent campgrounds were common, and with them came a more
organized and less ecstatic style of worship.
160
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Camp Meeting at Camp Wofowag, near Moodus, Connecticut
In reaction to this “taming” of the Methodist camp meeting, the Holiness
Movement created separate camp meetings. By 1867, the first camp meeting
focused on the doctrine of holiness was started in Vineland, New Jersey, led
by Methodist Bishop Matthew Simpson. The National Camp Meeting
Association for the Promotion of Holiness emerged out of the success of
these meetings. The divisive issue of the holiness teaching would push the
Holiness Movement into ultimately forming new denominations and leaving
the Methodist Episcopal Church.3

Pasadena Camp Meeting, Pre 1917
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As Methodists moved from the ecstatic revivals among the poor and
lower classes to become pillars of Victorian society at the height of political
prominence, the traditional camp meeting also changed.4 Some of these
campgrounds would become quite elaborate, such as Wesleyan Grove on
Martha’s Vineyard in Massachusetts, with its “cottages” adorned with turrets,
gingerbread, and other Victorian Gothic finery. Also symbolic of this civilizing
of the camp meeting was the campground in Ocean Grove, New Jersey
(sometimes called the “Queen of the Victorian Camp Meetings”). Such
campgrounds became vacation spots with subdued camp meetings that would
hardly be recognized by their frontier predecessors.

Willimantic Camp Meeting with “Cottages”, Connecticut in 1910
Asbury Theological Seminary was also connected to the camp meeting
movement, especially in the holiness camp meetings that maintained much
of the religious fervor of the frontier movement they sought to emulate.
Percival Wesche, in his book on the life of Asbury founder, H.C. Morrison,
notes, “Throughout most of Morrison’s half century of evangelism he was
also well known as a camp meeting preacher. He preached in approximately
250 such campaigns. Since this program occupied his time for nearly three
months every summer he considered that about one-fourth of each year, or
a total of nearly twelve years, was spent in camp meeting work.”5
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Asbury President H.C. Morrison at an Unknown Camp Meeting
While camp meetings are still held today in a number of places, their
popularity has declined. They remain however, a reminder of the importance
of holiness and a fervent relationship with God that is often missing from
churches in the North American context today. History has much to teach us
about how revival operates in the church, and equally how human activity can
unfortunately quench the work of the Holy Spirit as well.
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Asbury President Frank Bateman Stanger Preaching at Redwoods
Christian Park Camp Meeting

The archives of the B.L. Fisher library are open to researchers and works to
promote research in the history of Methodism and the Wesleyan-Holiness
movement. Images, such as these, provide one vital way to bring history to
life. Preservation of such material is often time consuming and costly, but is
essential to helping fulfill Asbury Theological Seminary’s mission. If you are
interested in donating items of historic significance to the archives of the B.L.
Fisher Library, or in donating funds to help purchase or process significant
collections, please contact the archivist at archives@asburyseminary.edu.
End Notes
All photographic images used courtesy of the Archives of the B.L Fisher
Library of Asbury Theological Seminary who own all copyrights to these digital
images. Please contact them directly if interested in obtaining permission to reuse
these images.
1

2
Cf. Lester Ruth, “Reconsidering the emergence of the Second Great
Awakening and Camp Meetings Among Early Methodists.” In Worship 75(4): 334355, 2001.
3
Cf. A. Gregory Schneider, “A Conflict of Associations: The National CampMeeting Association for the Promotion of Holiness Versus the Methodist Episcopal
Church.” In Church History 66(2): 268-283, 1997.
4
Cf. Roger Robins, “Vernacular American Landscape: Methodists, Camp
Meetings, and Social Respectability.” In Religion and American Culture 4(2): 165-191.
5
From Henry Clay Morrison “Crusader Saint”, by Percival A. Wesche. First
Fruits Press, Wilmore, KY, 2013, page 224. Accessed electronically at: http://
place.asburyseminary.edu/firstfruitsheritagematerial/24/
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Special Book Review Essay
The Economy of Desire: Christianity and Capitalism in a Postmodern World
Daniel M. Bell, Jr.
Grand Rapids: Baker Academic
2012, 224 pp. paper, $19.99
ISBN: 978-080-1035-739
Liturgy as a Way of Life: Embodying the Arts in Christian Worship
Bruce Ellis Benson
Grand Rapids: Baker Academic
2013, 160 pp. paper, $17.99
ISBN: 978-080-1031-359
The Church and Postmodern Culture has recently released two more additions
to its growing series. There are possibly three more contributions to the series
before it can be addressed as a whole. However, its two newest additions
deserve attention on their own.

Economy of Desire
Daniel M. Bell Jr.’s contribution, The Economy of Desire: Christianity and
Capitalism in a Postmodern World, carries on the series’ tradition of connecting
postmodern philosophy to contemporary theological issues facing the church.
Specifically, Bell wants to contribute to the conversation between Christianity
and capitalism. Bell’s diverse range of mastered fields, including theology,
ethics, and economics, and his commitment to the movement of radical
orthodoxy, puts him in a unique position for this contribution. This potential
is only advanced with his ordination in the United Methodist Church and
subsequent optimism for the transforming grace of God in this broken
world through the transformed and transforming people of God.
Bell’s readers are immediately struck by the cover of the book: fitting that
a book about money is green. Or is it green because of the potential for
change—like the budding of spring? Cleverly, the cover specifically links
Economy of Desire with two others works in the series, Politics of Discipleship
by Graham Ward and GloboChrist by Carl Raschke, which ask deeply related
questions. If Raschke sees globalism as shaping a unique opportunity (along
with challenges) for the Christian movement, Bell sees globalism, specifically
165
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the politico-economic philosophy of neoliberal capitalism, as shaping a world
set against the Christian way of life. Ward’s own question of discipleship is
easily seen in Bell’s consideration of Christianity shaping the nature of desire
toward God. The cover is already a key piece of intertext within the series.
Bell’s argument follows a simple and natural progression. First, Bell
describes the world using the category of the multitude, originally developed
by Michael Hardt and Antonio Negri. The multitude is a group of irreducibly
different individuals whose differences remain all the while participating in a
common project (35). The image that Bell vividly describes for his readers is
of a throng, a mob, protesting a World Trade Organization event in Seattle.
The protest is an exercise in democracy—diverse, collaborative, and
communicative. There is no rhyme or reason to the multitude. Perhaps it is
best described as a paradoxical simple chaos.
What joins the throng together in its reaction against the all-in-all state is
the phenomenon of desire. Bell develops the category of desire from both
Michel Foucault and Gilles Deleuze. Desire is the driving, creative force, the
power that resides at the bottom of everything and of which everything is
only a form. The differences that exist—even in the multitude (and this is
why the multitude may be thought of as simple chaos)—are only differences
of degrees (43). Thus, to achieve true change is not merely to change the
subject (i.e., government) that the multitude rages against, but to question
and transform the provisionary, temporal structure that desire has formed.
From here, Bell proceeds by developing the disciplined desire of capitalism
and places the state in this same story. Capitalism has taken the drive, the
creative power that is desire, and has created an insatiable thirst for more,
bigger, and better. The insatiability of this desire is reflected in the decentralized
product: something comes from anywhere in the world to replace something
that came from somewhere radically different but that looks radically similar.
In this story, the state moves from containing desire, to “regulating” its flows
(61), to serving the interests of capitalism’s formed desire. This leads to a
culture unable to resist the rampant materialism and commodification of,
well, everything. The result is a throng with everything they could ever want
but who have themselves been taken (in the form of debt), mistaking this
slavery for freedom. Perhaps Jesus’ words take a clarifying, sinister twist of
desire: For what good is it if a person should keep their soul, but fail to gain
the world?
This turn opens space for Bell’s thorough theological critique of capitalism.
Since capitalism shapes the drive and creative energy that is desire, it shapes
the deepest aspect of people, including the ends of human beings. Rather
than seeking the Triune God and the community found within the Trinity,
people are shaped by the capitalist system to assert themselves, develop their
own interests, use and exploit, and so on. Obviously, the vision of capitalism
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is no less than totalitarian in formation. In other words, capitalism does not just
have a theology, it is a theology, proclaiming a God who did not create enough, is
not active in redemption, and has given the corporation for salvation (112-117).
Finally, in light of this picture, Bell offers an alternative. Bell offers the
church as an economy, the community of people created by the desire of God
to have transformed desire. Bell argues against the notion that Christianity
enforces repression of desire, but instead affirms that only Christianity
understands desire in that it directs desire toward God whose desire for us
comes first. This picture is rooted in an Anselmian theology. Rather than
painting Anselm’s satisfaction theory of atonement as God paying homage
to a rule or law beyond himself, Bell suggests that God’s satisfaction comes
in seeing his project for humanity’s transformation being accomplished (152).
Bell then fleshes out a theology of Christian economics that recognizes that
God has supplied enough, that purpose is found in the common good in
the life of God, and that salvation is a gift. Finally, Bell suggests sacrificial
living and charity as practices that seek the kingdom in the here and now.
Economy of Desire has a number of strengths. First, its ability to summarize
and apply Deleuze and Foucault is remarkable. The reader is clearly presented
with the cultural hermeneutical category of desire, and is subsequently able to
use it as a lens to see certain appetites created by an economy founded on
capitalism. Second, Bell’s language is vivid and many of its images are
memorable. For example, Bell contrasts two images in one photograph (12324). In the photograph, two Down Syndrome friends share a beautiful picture
of friendship while behind them is an advertisement featuring a model. The
juxtaposition is clear: friendship and commodification of the body. The
contrast of desire is stunning. While hearts may yearn for friendship,
commodification of the body negates the possibility of what we deeply
desire by presenting a false picture of desire. Third, Bell’s sensitive treatment
of stewardship reflects a deep commitment to the local church. Clearly Bell
cares for the local church and the discipleship that happens in the teaching and
practicing of tithing. Fourth, Bell takes holiness seriously. “[T]he church
proclaims...that we are not stuck in our sin; we are not only forgiven (justified)
but also healed (sanctified)” (178, emphasis in the original). Bell’s point is
that economics must not only be shaped hamartiologically as with capitalism,
but soteriologically. Those in the Wesleyan tradition especially will find Bell’s
optimism for grace and passion for holy living refreshing.
Economy of Desire welcomes several lines of critique, as well. This stems
from its notion of capitalism as linked to a political ideology. For Bell, capitalism
is not simply about private ownership or the exchange and production of
goods through individuals and corporations by markets. Rather, Bell is
critiquing “neoliberal capitalism,” which is the “complete marketization of
life” (24) that is facilitated by a strong, lean government that facilitates the
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optimal range for the market and secures its function. This is not necessarily
incorrect, especially as Bell’s voice is prophetic, but it does invite specific critiques.
One wonders whether Bell may have served his entire argument by shifting
its focus. Bell aims to provide a piece of work that contributes to the
conversation of the relationship of capitalism to Christianity not as potential
allies, but as conflicting visions. Capitalism is the foil to Christianity rather
than as the foil to socialism (20). Frankly, this is not much of a fair fight and,
in so doing, much of Bell’s argument is lost of its power because one expects
that many of his interlocutors trained in theology would agree with the
contrast between Christianity and capitalism, but argue they are presently for
different social spaces.
For example, Bell asserts, critically, that capitalist freedom is negative
freedom. That is, it is a “‘freedom from’ instead of ‘freedom for’” (98). This
freedom emphasizes individual freedom from the constraint of outside
authority—including the authority of the other. Yet is this not precisely the
kind of chastened freedom that secular (temporal) authorities have been
given and Christians should expect of secular authority? Secular authorities
may establish freedom for people to speak, shop, and travel in relative safety,
but they cannot establish relationships of love, gift, and sharing. This is to
say, Christians should be more concerned with an economic system developed
for the human city that purports to provide a “freedom for.” A “freedom
from” is necessary for a social space shared by atheists, Muslims, Christians,
Buddhists, and any other who is part of the multitude.
Another example is Bell’s notion of capitalism as affirming that God did
not provide enough in the world; that there is a scarcity in the creation. This
creates an “agony of relations” (115) where “God is cast as a kind of sadistic
cosmic Easter bunny” (116) who has hidden goods from humanity knowing
that some will succeed and others will fail in their search and exploitation of
these goods. Yet is this necessarily what is meant by scarcity? Consider Bell’s
own book. Presumably Professor Bell was approached to write this book
because a book of its kind was scarce. After all, if another book of its kind
existed, why produce another one? Yet the scarcity of such a book has not
created an agony of relations. Indeed, it is sold precisely as a good that has
proper aims. (I know Professor Bell in a way that I did not before precisely
because a book of this kind was scarce!) Further, one believes that the publisher
has invested in the book for a financial return to continue publishing resources
that are scarce but that will foster relationships. Scarcity does not necessarily
mean a fight for the final raw material, but also the unique opportunity to
provide for an “unmet need.”1
Bell’s arrangement of capitalism as the foil to Christianity effectively insulates
capitalism from theological reform. No economic system stands against the
purposes of God. Bell is right to say that capitalism shapes sinners uniquely
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and he is also right to say that sinners shape uniquely sinful economic systems
(180). The volume by which he says the former drowns his own voice in the
latter and leaves capitalism, in the mind of this reader, as a hopeless endeavor.2
Bell may well respond that he does not want to critique capitalism. Instead, he
wants to condemn it—and all the ways it is a vision that keeps people from
the Triune God. To use Foucauldian language, Bell wants to behead the
capitalist king precisely because it is not the kingdom of God.3 This is, in part,
because the nature of charitable economic provision—”the logic of needs”—
is itself subject to the insatiable capitalist desire rather than the divine economy
(208). Christian economics is not simply making sure that basic needs are met
given that what is basic shifts with what is expected. (Bell’s gives the example
of indoor plumbing: what was once a luxury is now a need.) Instead, the
Christian’s economic labor is a labor of communion. Christian work is not
simply about the “provision of more” but of friendship (209). Indeed.
What Christian would disagree? Where there is disagreement is whether there
is another economic system for any and all regardless of religious commitments
that may be instituted that does facilitate the meetings of (even expanding)
needs, and whether this is Christian work. Ironically, the urging for a different
economics without radical concern for basic need is more easily said by those
with a bank account, winter boots, and daily bread than by those without.
Bell’s arrangement to paint capitalism opposed to Christianity seemingly
removes the possibility that capitalism may become more adept at serving
those without. As a result, the reader may feel that Bell’s devastating
condemnation of capitalism in favor of God means that one is left with the
options of being either escapist or theocratic.
None of this should be taken to critique Bell’s radical systemic questions.
For example, in the news as of the writing of this review is the story of police
officer Larry DePrimo who provided a pair of winter boots for Jeffery Hillman
in Times Square.4 It later emerged that Mr. Hillman would not wear the
boots, opting to hide them for his own safety, and that Mr. Hillman, in fact,
was supplied an apartment paid for him by government programs and veteran
benefits that he did not use. The complexity of the story reveals the necessity
of Bell’s advocacy for charity as more than basic provision.
Economy of Desire fits nicely with the other works of this series. It occupies
a middle ground between the density of Politics of Discipleship and wonderful
accessibility of Whose Afraid of Postmodernism. It has two potential uses in the
church, both dependent on a skilled leader-teacher. First, with a leader able to
challenge and defend Bell for the sake of formation, interested classes or
small groups will find the work stimulating and engaging. Second, the preacher
may find Bell’s explanation of desire helpful in understanding his or her
congregation and the role of the church in shaping desire. Further, the preacher
is given several helpful illustrations because of the vividness of Bell’s language.
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Liturgy as a Way of Life
The other recent contribution is Bruce Ellis Benson’s Liturgy as a Way of
Life: Embodying the Arts in Christian Worship. Benson explores liturgy and the
arts both as worship and in worship. This connection is important to his
argument, as he wants the reader to have a broadened view of what it means
to be an artist and the setting in which art is performed.
For Benson, all humans are artists as humans are created by the Creator. All
humans are caught up in the flow of call and response: the world comes into
existence from the call of God (19, 34); redemption begins with the call of
God to Adam and Eve; Israel begins with the call of God to Abraham; and
the exodus is prompted by a call from a burning bush. As such, humans are
recipients of the call of God and respond in a creative way.
Human creation is not the creation ex nihilo of God, but a creation with
what is already present—an improvisation. Benson’s metaphor for this
improvisatory creating is jazz. Benson also argues that human creation is not
the art of a limited few destined to be creative geniuses, but the unique and
lasting art of the masses. Human art is a liturgy: Art that is the work of the
people for God, from God, and to God. Art also comes through the call of
other people that is itself a response to a preceding (divine?) call.
In all of this artistic advocacy, Benson walks the tightrope that being an
artist is neither an individual endeavor, nor is it whoring after a ghettoized
world—even the world of the church. To accommodate this tension, Benson
offers two works of the people: intensive liturgy and extensive liturgy.
Intensive liturgy is that work that happens in the sacred places of worship,
from cathedrals to sprawling megachurch auditoriums. Every church has a
liturgy, those forms of work that shape the worship of the people in their
kairos times. Beyond this, Benson urges the reader to heed the modified
words of St. Paul: offer your bodies as living works of art (128). All of life is
the offering of one to God, an artistic, improvisatory response to the creative
call of God.
This contribution is reminiscent of other shorter volumes in the series,
like Smith’s Who’s Afraid of Postmodernism and Westphal’s, Whose Community?
Which Interpretation? Benson has introduced the reader to a key postmodern
thinker, Jean-Louis Chrétien, and taken the reader on a tour with Chrétien to
show how his work is important for the church. Specifically, Benson uses
Chrétien’s work on the call and beauty. This is ultimately to bring truth, beauty,
and goodness together. There is no sharp distinction between truth, beauty,
and goodness such that if something is beautiful it must not be true. This is
not to say that Benson does not believe that art may not be horrific. The
world is not always “pretty.” Yet, in the structure of call and response, the
response is always emanating back to an original call of creation that is good.
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Benson has perhaps exemplified this tension in the book: An artistic
creation covers an accessible book that has an optimistic call that emerges
from the work of God. Is the book always “pretty”? No, at times it is jarring.
Benson wants the reader to be aware of the dangers of being an “artistic
whore.” But in so doing, it is calling to something larger and deeper. Benson’s
warnings against artistic unfaithfulness and the ubiquity of art and
improvisatory living open the reader’s eyes to various forms of chasing the
wrong kind of lovers. Not only with art is whoring a possibility, but the
reader will sense this is a possibility as one gives oneself to technology, pop
culture, work, and media. Even more subtly, though, the reader may sense it
is possible with family and church. Whenever the artist sees their artwork
removed from the call of God and instead something of their own creation
or part of a narrative of their own choosing, Benson’s work strikes a discordant
note. No, all of art of for God. Life is a liturgy!
Liturgy as a Way of Life exemplifies the heart of the Church and
Postmodern Culture series. As a non-musical worship leader, I am forced to
think about the liturgies of the tradition in which I serve, which tends to be
pietistic and low church. Yet Benson has caused me to do so without a sense
of elitism of any tradition. Instead, there is advocacy for artistic expressions
in various intensive and extensive liturgies. Benson is able to open the reader’s
mind to the deep connections that exist between a variety of liturgies through
Scripture, preaching, Creed, and, most deeply, the Eucharist. Very simply,
Benson writes, “Certainly, the Eucharist—also known as the Lord’s Supper,
Communion, or Mass—is a time of celebration” (153). This is not meant to
denigrate the differences between these words or expressions, but to focus
on activity itself: the sharing of the very basic elements of life provided by
God. When one lives in the call and response structure, then every person is
“gifted” (154), both in the bread and wine and even in the offering. Artistic,
indeed, is the writer who provides the pastor with an expression of the
offering as a work of art! As a pastoral colleague, Liturgy as a Way of Life, is a
resource for me to pass on to a musical worship leader. Benson is an academic,
but his appreciation for the variety of worship settings builds bridges to the
church. Finally, the accessibility of Liturgy as a Way of Life allows me to pass
it on to the professional artist in our church who leads a ministry of artists for
the church to spur our conversations and provide categories for mutual
edification and discipleship.
Whether intentional or not, these books have a subtle connection. Naturally,
both books tackle their individual subjects, economics and art, in light of the
contemporary work of God. However, what underlies both works is the
presence of beauty. For Bell, redeemed economics must begin with the work
of God and the transformed desire of the person because of the work of
God. Thus, he is beginning with beauty, with the call of God that draws us
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to himself, even in our economics. Far from being an endless dissatisfaction
of consumerism rampant in capitalism, Bell believes that desire oriented
vertically will change our economics. The call is to Christians to aim to exhibit
true desire, having heard the call of God rightly in Jesus Christ. Is there an
economist, or community of economists, aiming to create, out of the creation
of God, a liturgical economy? That is, as a public work by the public for the
glory of God?
For Benson, art is about the response of the artist to the call of God.
Christians must aim at creating art, having heard the call of God rightly in
Jesus Christ. Is there an artist, or community of artists, aiming to create, out
of the creation of God, an economical liturgy? Could an economical liturgy
set aside aspects of the incessant danger of copyrights and emphasize less
ownership and more sharing as expressions of worship? Could such
expressions from artists for the sake of the community provide a living for
the artist? Could I, as a preacher, do my liturgical art of preaching for the sake
of the community and be sustained by the community? (I ask this
intentionally because while I believe preaching is an art form for the sake of
the church community, I sense something strange about getting a paycheck for
this art, even though I have not yet given up receiving a salary!)
These are practical questions because beauty is part of our everyday
experience (Liturgy as a Way of Life, 28) and God’s current activity is the
grounding question for Bell’s economics. Or, we could say, godly desire can
be part of our everyday experience. And when beauty, as the call of God,
awakens our desire for God, liturgy becomes not just part but, in faith,
the totality of our everyday experience. Thus, our economic living—a
reflection of the call to that which we find beautiful—is nothing less
than living liturgically.
End Notes
1
Seth Godin, “Industrialists vs. the Rest of Us,” http://sethgodin.
typepad.com/seths_blog/2012/12/industrialists-vs-the-rest-of-us.html. Accessed
December 5, 2012.
2

Although Bell does insist otherwise in a personal email from December 7, 2012.

This is a reference to Bell’s exegesis of Michel Foucault. See Economy of
Desire, Chapter 1.
3

http://www.thestar.com/news/world/article/1298379—the-homelessman-the-boots-and-the-complex-story-behind-the-viral-photo. Accessed December
7, 2012.
4
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Book Reviews
Understanding Biblical Theology: A Comparison of Theory and Practice
Edward W. Klink III and Darian R. Lockett
Grand Rapids: Zondervan
2012, 193 pp. paper, $17.99
ISBN: 978-0310-49223-8
Reviewed by Ruth Anne Reese
In the last 60 years the field of biblical theology has gone through an
extensive transformation. At one point it seemed that the main proponents
of biblical theology had been relegated to the sidelines, and that scholars
would move on to other areas of interest. But in recent decades this area of
study has grown with each passing year. Scholars such as Barr, Carson,
Childs, Hays, Seitz, VanHoozer, Wright and Watson have all contributed
significant works in the field. Sometimes these contributions have been in
multiple monographs or volumes. And yet, if one were to pose the question
“what is biblical theology?” to ten different biblical scholars, one can expect
any variety of different answers. And, since the conversation is ongoing and
new works are appearing every year, it becomes more and more difficult to get
an overview of this area of exploration. Klink and Lockett have entered into
this topography with a helpful map. This short volume is quite intentionally
an overview rather than an extensive exploration of any particular position.
Their book could be likened to a snapshot from 10,000 feet of the “lay of the
land” in the year 2012. Changes will happen in the years ahead, but this book
gives a solid picture of the general terrain.
In their brief introduction, the authors provide a helpful orientation to
the book. The field that they map out is guided by two orientations—biblical
theologians who are more oriented by history and biblical theologians who
are more oriented by theology. What follows are five types of biblical theology.
Each type has an introductory chapter that lays out the presuppositions,
proposals, and character of that type of biblical theology. This is followed by
a second chapter that focuses on a representative scholar from that position.
At the end of the second chapter is a critical assessment of the scholar’s
approach. Each of the five approaches receives an equally critical assessment,
173
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and none of the positions that they present are without their challenges.
Throughout the book the authors recognize that many of the five types of
biblical theology overlap with one or more of the other types of biblical
theology. And yet, the guide that they provide helps readers understand the
nuances between different perspectives on biblical theology.
The five types of biblical theology that they explore range from the most
historical, which sees the task as one of solely historical description, to middle
positions such as redemption-history and narrative approaches, to more
theological positions such as the canonical approach and a more purely
theological approach. While most of these give some attention to other
aspects of the continuum, providing the continuum gives a way for both
students and scholars to think about the different types of biblical theology
that are being proposed by a wide variety of scholars. Finally, in each of the
chapters, the authors give attention to the audience to which each of the
approaches is speaking—whether the academy or the church or both.
The authors provide a welcome guide to the different approaches to biblical
theology and its current array of practices and practitioners; however, I would
have liked to see a little more discussion of the way in which particular cultural
realities (modernism, post-modernism, globalization, and other changes in
culture) are related to the different types of biblical theology. One way of
addressing this would be to think about whether different forms of biblical
theology are developed in response to particular cultural realities. In addition,
some discussion of the location of biblical theology in relationship to particular
ecclesial realities would also be helpful. At one point the authors do talk
about the connection of particular forms of biblical theology with certain
schools, and that is a very helpful observation. But helping us to understand
if particular forms of biblical theology are connected with particular ecclesial
traditions would be a solid addition to the book. Finally, if the authors are
invited to produce a second edition, it is my hope that they will add an
annotated introductory reading guide at the end of each chapter. Such a guide
would provide students of biblical theology with helpful hints about where to start
in an area of study that has become daunting even for some seasoned scholars.
This book is a helpful guide for students, and I would highly recommend
it for a variety of introductory classes (theology, biblical theology, hermeneutics,
and exegesis). Pastors who are interested in biblical theology may also find
this a helpful guide. And it can also provide a tool for scholars that may
helpfully guide conversation since the area of biblical theology continues to
be a topic of interest for a wide variety of scholars.
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Prepositions and Theology in the Greek New Testament
Murray J. Harris
Grand Rapids: Zondervan
2012, 304 pp. cloth, $42.99
ISBN: 978-0310-49392-1
Reviewed by Dale F. Walker
Harris is professor emeritus of New Testament at Trinity Evangelical
Divinity School. The present book is an outgrowth of a 45-page article with
the same title, tucked away as an appendix to The New International Dictionary
of New Testament Theology (Colin Brown, editor, Grand Rapids: Zondervan,
1978, Volume 3, pp. 1171-1215). Here the article is expanded to a 293-page book.
The cover adds a subtitle, “An Essential Reference Resource for Exegesis.”
The word “reference” is important to note; this is not a book to simply read
through. All of the 17 “proper” prepositions in the New Testament are dealt
with, a separate chapter for each one. For each of the prepositions, basic
meanings are illustrated, usually with some discussion of usages in classical
writings and in the Septuagint, along with notes on post-New Testament
usages. Usages in significant phrases in the New Testament are illustrated;
some of these lead to substantial discussions of particular New Testament
verses with theological implications. Some usages of prepositions in
compound verbs are mentioned, but it is disappointing that more is not
done in these sections. More is also needed on usage of prepositions with
particular verbs, like the two chapters on prepositions with baptizo and with
pisteuo. More attention could also be given to 42 “improper” prepositions
found in the New Testament .
Throughout the book, reference is made to the major Greek grammars;
the secondary literature on specific words and phrases is minimal, less than in
the previously published article. The indexes, important for a reference book
like this, are very good. The index of biblical references neatly displays where
a verse is just referred to, where it is quoted as an illustration, and where it is
used in extended discussion. This would be very valuable in reference work.
The book would be of most help to intermediate Greek students. But
look for a deep discount from the $42.99 list price.
The New Testament: A Historical and Theological Introduction
Donald Alfred Hagner
Grand Rapids: Baker Academic
2012, 896 pp. cloth, $49.99
ISBN: 978-0-8010-3931-7
Reviewed by Randall Hardman
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Donald Hagner is well known for his work in the arena of New Testament
(NT) studies and his most recent work, The New Testament: A Historical and
Theological Introduction is everything one might expect from his pen. Given
the plethora of NT introductions that exist in the market one might wonder
whether another introduction is truly necessary. Hagner attempts to separate
his work in two distinct ways: First, the book is about as exhaustive a treatment
on the NT as one could want. Numerous topics are treated which one does
not always find within an introductory text, ultimately making up eight topical
sections and forty-three chapters. To extend the book further would ultimately
require two separate volumes. Secondly, and perhaps more importantly,
Hagner attempts not just to describe the issues surrounding the New
Testament and the individual contents therein, but tries to place the entire
sweep of his work within “the history of salvation” (xi). Thus, Hagner’s
introduction is composed of various topics and how they relate to the grand
metanarrative of scripture (for example, Hagner devotes a chapter to seeing
the Old Testament within the lens of the New Testament ) and, then, a focus
on the New Testament books themselves and their relation to salvationhistory. In other words, Hagner attempts to reflect the continuity of Scripture
under the guise of divine inspiration.
Hagner’s book is up to date in scholarship but often times points back
towards the strengths of older scholarship assumed to be put to rest. This
approach sometimes means that the author leaves alternative ideas and theories
on a given topic for the reader to consider and judge, though he often hints
towards his own preference on an issue. The work is also to be commended
for its interaction with a broad array of scholarship. Hagner both understands
and represents various views on scholarship well and interacts heavily with
those outside of the evangelical tradition. Thus, while the book is primarily
devoted towards the seminary student, church leader, and interested Christian,
it does have the benefit of not merely being a theological introduction.
Historical-critical topics treated range from the nature and existence of Q to a
history of the Jesus Quest to textual criticism and beyond. This approach
then moves forward into his treatments of individual books. Also helpful
are the numerous suggestions for further reading located at the end of each
chapter, though all resources are in English.
Of course, all introductory texts suffer from the consequences of brevity
and Hagner’s is not without exception. Given both the nature of the text and
the subjective preferences of readers, offering my own thoughts on what
should have been included are of little use here. Suffice it to say, however, that
Hagner’s text accomplishes what many introductory texts wish for. The
student—and even the scholar—who commits to the book will no doubt
walk away having learned much.
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Contextualization in World Missions: Mapping and Assessing Evangelical Models
A. Scott Moreau
Grand Rapids: Kregel Publications
2012, 429 pp. paper, $28.99
ISBN: 978-0-8254-3389-4
Reviewed by Robert A. Danielson
Scott Moreau, who is well known in missiological circles, has launched
into an ambitious program to map Evangelical views of contextualization in
an attempt to compare the models used by Evangelicals and develop a
framework for Evangelical contextualization similar to the classic Roman
Catholic models by Bevans and Schreiter. In this book, Moreau begins by
laying out the theoretical background of contextualization. Then in the second
half of the book he presents six Evangelical approaches to contextualization
with descriptions, examples, and evaluations of each approach. He further
breaks down each type of approach by the “flow of approach” or the various
ways missionaries might use to apply the various types, these include a linear
approach, a dialogue approach, a cyclical approach, an organic approach, and a
“not clear” category. This provides a total of thirty different possible
permutations of Evangelical models of contextualization.
What really makes Moreau’s work stand out is the methodology of his
research. He categorized 249 actual Evangelical cases of contextualization and
clustered them according to various emphases in order to arrive at his final
“map” of Evangelical contextualization. All of these cases, along with maps
of other Evangelical missiologists and an impressive bibliography complete
this study. The book itself is designed as a textbook with each chapter complete
with an overview, outline, keywords (more of a small glossary for each chapter
than classic keywords), questions for reflection, and resources for further
reading.
The first section of Moreau’s book is an exceptional overview of the
major scholars, themes, and critical issues of missiology in general and
contextualization in particular. It is well suited for an introductory college
text. The second half of the work is an admirable study and approach to
understanding how Evangelicals have dealt with the issue of contextualization
both theoretically and practically. However, it is much more of a functional
categorizing of contextualization that does not really correlate with either
Bevans’ or Schrieter’s more theoretical models. While admirable to attempt
to define unique Evangelical models, Moreau’s approaches can still be
categorized under Bevans and Schreiter. This is probably a good thing, as
thirty models could be a bit too unwieldy in a classroom setting.
It is vital to add however, that Moreau is clearly on the right track in
attempting to understand how the models of contextualization are worked
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out at the grassroots level, and his statistical analysis is quite enlightening.
Academic scholars are likely to be more attracted to the second half of his
work then the first. Contextualization in World Missions clearly leaves the reader
with a bifurcated feeling. It is half introductory textbook and half academic
research, and it might have made more sense to develop it as two separate
books. There are also enough basic grammatical errors to call for an additional
reading by another editor.
Clearly the time is right for a solid Evangelical view of contextualization,
and with more work, Moreau may have found an approach that will help
develop this view more fully. If his clustering approach of work on the
ground can be more fully interwoven with academic theoretical models, and
if the view can still maintain the vital distinction between the types of approach
and the flow of approach without creating confusion, this book may indeed
be groundbreaking.
The Right Church: Live Like the First Christians
Charles E. Gutenson
Nashville: Abingdon Press
2012, 194 pp. paper, $14.99
ISBN: 978-1-4267-4911-7
Reviewed by Brian Yeich
In the book, The Right Church, Charles E. Gutenson states that his
“foremost goal” is to illustrate how the understandings of faithful Christianity
differ between early followers of Jesus and today’s Christians. To that end,
Gutenson seems to succeed in offering a glimpse of the perceptions of early
Christians as well as some examples of that contrast. To accomplish this,
Gutenson divides the book into three parts: Church Life, Social Life, and
Civil Life. In each of these sections he explores the writings of representative
early church leaders such as Irenaeus, Clement of Rome, Gregory of Nyssa,
Augustine, Basil, the Desert Fathers and Mothers, Thomas Aquinas, and
highlights areas of contrast.
Using the examples of Athanasius, Origen and others, the section on
Church Life begins with exploring how the early church viewed scripture. In
this first chapter, Gutenson emphasizes the work of the Holy Spirit in both
the development of the canon and the interpretation of scripture. While
Gutenson affirms the early church’s belief that the scriptures were inspired by
God, he also points out that early church thinking allowed for other inspired
writings. The next chapter continues with a discussion of unity and schism
among early Christians. Gutenson is quick to point out that any utopian view
of the early church without controversy or conflict is not accurate. However,
he does point out that in spite of the controversies, including some challenging
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heresies, the church was essentially united for approximately one thousand
years. Gutenson contrasts this unified status with the “fractured” body of
Christ that exists today. After exploring the writings of Irenaeus, Clement of
Rome, Cyprian and others to illustrate some of the challenges faced and
overcome by the early church, Gutenson then turns to offer some suggestions
for healing current divisions in the body of Christ. In the last chapter of the
first section, Gutenson addresses discipleship in the early church. He contrasts
what he observes of the contemporary church’s approach to discipleship,
which he describes as “laissez faire, with the more intense discipleship of the
early church characterized by a robust catechesis.” Giving examples from
Gregory of Nyssa, Augustine, and Cyril of Jerusalem, Gutenson suggests
that the current church return to catechetical teachings for new Christians of
all ages which would include central beliefs and practices of the faith.
Gutenson turns next to the section on Social Life by describing the early
church’s views on human freedom. Rather than the freedom to do as we
please which characterizes modern Christians, he observes, using Augustine
and Aquinas as examples, that the early church’s view of freedom was the
freedom from sin. In the next chapter, Gutenson engages in a discussion
regarding the early church fathers’ view of wealth and poverty. Citing examples
from Basil the Great and St. John Chrysostom, Gutenson observes that
from the perspective of the early church, the issue with wealth was whether it
was utilized for a person’s own enjoyment or for building up others – especially
the poor. Finally, in the chapter on the stewardship of creation, Gutenson
observes that while there were no identified ecological crises during the time
of the early church, early church leaders did speak to the respect of God’s
creation and to the avoidance of gluttony and greed.
In part three, Gutenson turns to the subject of Civil Life where he begins
by exploring the early church’s view on society and government. He analyzes
the “Lockean liberalism,” in which today’s church sees a separation between
the private and public spheres of life and contrasts that train of thought with
the early church and its prophetic voice against the establishment. The early
church’s view on war is the next subject for Gutenson. He points out that
while in the first two hundred years, the majority of the church was pacifist,
there have been differing views of war throughout the history of the church
from the “just war” theory of Augustine and Aquinas to the strand of the
church that sees war as never justified. Finally, in the last chapter Gutenson
turns to the desert fathers and mothers of the church. His primary point in
this chapter echoes the overall theme of the book, namely, that there have
been Christians throughout the ages who have perceived faithful Christianity
very differently than most Christians in the present day.
Gutenson seems to do good job at pointing out the contrasts between
the early church and contemporary Christianity without forcing the perspectives
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on the reader. Rather, he invites the reader to reflect on the differences we may
have with those in the past. Gutenson also introduces the reader to a wide
variety of classic Christian writings, which beg to be explored in greater depth.
While overall, Gutenson seems to be successful in illustrating the contrast
between early and contemporary expressions of Christianity, there are times
when he seems to step beyond and become somewhat prescriptive. Gutenson
also presents the contrasts between early and contemporary Christianity from
largely a Western view. It would be interesting to see how these contrasts play
out with the Global South as well as the West.
Overall, The Right Church is a thought provoking look at the early Christians
and provides today’s Christians with much food for thought in reflecting on
their own discipleship and call to live faithfully in their current reality.
Interfaith Dialogue in Practice
Daniel S. Brown, Jr., ed.
Kansas City: Rockhurst University Press
2012, 160 pp. paper, $30.00
ISBN: 978-1-886761-32-2
Reviewed by Robert A. Danielson
This volume of nine papers is the result of several conferences by the
Religious Communication Association, and attempts to approach the issue
of interfaith dialogue through the academic field of communication studies,
instead of through the usual lenses of theology, sociology, or politics. The
papers also attempt to focus on dialog between the Abrahamic religions of
Christianity, Islam, and Judaism. The nine essays in this collection range
from practical case studies to more theoretical discussions of the topic. As
editor Daniel Brown notes in his opening essay, “Interfaith dialogue is
communication” (1).
Gerald Driskill and John Gribas present a very solid beginning essay basing
dialogue between the Abrahamic religions on common shared commitments
to grace and truth, as well as a strong view of hospitality in each faith. They
also integrate this within a communication tool called The Coordinated
Management of Meaning (CMM) as a way to preserve open dialogue and yet
allow participants to remain true to their faith commitments.
Jacob Stutzman argues for the increased need for general religious literacy
in the United States as a key foundational element of interfaith dialogue, in
order to avoid “Epcot-type” superficial experiences of other faiths. Key to
this is having people knowledgeable of their own religious traditions, especially
when they are in the cultural majority. People in the majority seldom feel the
need to defend their own faith traditions, but as a result they also minimize
and see minority faiths only through very shallow experiences.
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Paul Fortunato and Diana Bowen examine the structure and impact of a
public interreligious dialogue project at the University of Houston, which
developed a serious of public speakers with open question times over the
course of a year, primarily to encourage Muslim-Christian dialogue in the
public sphere. In a similar way, Jeffrey Kurtz and Mark Orten examine three
case studies of interfaith dialogue at Denison University in Ohio, of which
the most interesting is The Open House, a physical building designed to be
shared and used by multiple faith groups to encourage dialogue.
Both the article by Joel Ward and David Stern, which examines interfaith
dialogue through the influence of Martin Buber and Mikhail Bakhtin on
communication, and the essay by Kenneth Chase, examine the importance
of having people involved in interfaith dialogue who are committed to the
truth claims of their own faith. It is through dealing with differences openly,
and not looking for the lowest common denominator or artificial
commonalities, that real dialogue can occur. Through such dialog, vital
peacemaking efforts can result, as person-to-person relationships are
developed across religious boundaries.
While this book is an interesting attempt to include communication studies
into interfaith dialogue, a scholar looking for really new insights is bound to
be discouraged. Many of these essays only reinforce what is already known in
the literature of interfaith dialogue, and the theme of communication studies
and its unique contributions to the field does not really come out very strongly.
Added to this is the realization that in a book about interfaith dialogue
between Christians, Muslims, and Jews, there are no Muslim contributors to
add their voices to the work. Interfaith dialogue is indeed fundamentally
about communication, and I am convinced that communication studies,
especially intercultural communication studies, could be very helpful in this
endeavor. Unfortunately, this book only scratches the surface of what is a very
promising avenue of study.
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